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LONDON, JULY 14, 1888, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Soxtctrozs Britt passed through Committee in the House of 
Lords on Thursday. 





Norwirustanpine the length of time during which the recent 
tranefer of actions to Mr. Justice Kexewicn has been before the 
profession, the first attempt, on Thursday, to deal with the trans- 
ferred cases resulted in a melancholy failure. Eight actions were 
placed in the paper, six being from the new list; but it was found 
that the majority of these last cases were either not ready for trial 
or had to be postponed for good reasons, and the learned judge 
rose before two o’clock. 





A snort Time Aco Mr. Justice Curry made some observations 
on the numbering of copies of affidavits. His lordship had the 
original affidavit before him, and discovered, by comparison with 
the copy, that the numbering of the paragraphs in the two decu- 
ments, though they purported to be the same, were different. He 
said that it frequently happened that the copies were made before 
the affidavit was sworn, which perhaps might account in some 
measure for these discrepancies. 





Mr. Justice Cuirry announces that he will take no more 
witness actions this sittings after the part-heard case now before 
him is disposed of. The time which the chancery judges, other 
than Mr. Justice Kexewicn, can devote to this important part of 
their duties is exceedingly limited. During the present sittings 
Mr, Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Cuirry, Mr. Justice Norra, and Mr. 
Justice Strntine have, in the aggregate, had witness cases in their 
papers on thirty-nine days, and have disposed of twenty-five 
witness actions. Mr, Justice Kexewicn has disposed of thirty- 
nine. 





Mx. Justice Hawkins, in charging the grand jury at Leicester 
on Wednesday, revealed some of the conclusions arrived at by the 
judges at their meeting on Saturday week. He said, ‘‘It was 
proposed that, instead of holding four assives during the year there 
should be only three—that was to say, two assizes for civil and 
criminal business, and one assize for criminal business only. The 
spring assize for criminal business would be dropped, but the 
autumn one would be continuefi. The grouping of the counties 
was to be altogether abolished, except in two or three instances. 
He thought Oakham was to be joined to Leiceeter, Appleby to 
Carlisle, and Huntingdon to Cambridge. Those were the only 
«xceptions to the rule that the assizes were to be held in every 
county.” He added, with some reason, ‘“‘ How long the arrange- 
ment would be continued, he did not know.’”’ We hope not for long, 
for the return to the old system will necessarily involve the old 
waste of judicial time and delay of suitors elsewhere. Nothing can 
be more ungatisfactory than these continual tinkerings of a system 


to the interests of 


| which requires a radical change, having 
, mers throughout the 


London and country suitors and of 


619 | country. It seems to us that there is a great dcal to be said for a 


scheme, which we believe has been promulgated, for having a 
small number of judges (not the same judges) continually on 
circuit, the rest of the judges being available for continuous 


9 | Sittings in town. 





Sorictrors sHourp never forget the risk they run in having personal 
transactions with their clients. ‘A solicitor,” said Jesset, M.R., 
in Cockburn vy. Edwards (18 Ch. D. 455), “‘ who lends money on 
mortgage to his client on any but strictly usual terms, would be 


8| wise if he always required the intervention of another solicitor. 


If that is not done, he must preserve evidence that the circum- 
stances were explained to the client.” The case of Climpson v. 
Coles, tried before Manisry, J., this week, is a good illustration of 
the soundness of this advice, and shews also how it may be use- 
fully modified. The defendants were solicitors who had financed 
the plaintiff, a builder, and had taken mortgages of numerous 
plots of ground. Under the circumstances it seems reasonable that 
they should have had the right to consolidate these, and accord- 
ingly they inserted in the mortgage deeds provisions excluding the 
operation of section 17 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Ultimately 
the validity of these was disputed, and it was left to the jury to 
decide whether the, plaintiff's attention had been called to them. 
Their verdict was thut his attention had been called to the con- 
solidation clauses, but that they had not been sufficiently explained 
for him to understand them. This introduces a somewhat new 
element, for it is clearly one thing to preserve evidence of having 
explained a matter to a client, and another to shew that he under- 
stood the explanation. The consolidation of mortgages has pro- 
duced some very recondite learning, but surely its ' general effect 
should be easily intelligible to a layman, Probably the only wise 
course, where the transactions are of any magnitude, is to see that 
the client is advised by a separate solicitor. 





WE ARE Nor svRPRisED that an attempt suould have been made 
at the recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society to diminish 
the number of these assemblies, nor that the attempt should have 
very nearly succeeded. It must be frankly admitted that the 
meetings have often been of very little practical advantage. Busy 
men are naturally unwilling te sacrifice more hours than they can 
help in listening to monotonous chatter about stale or trivial 
questions. They are apt to think, with the mover of the resolu- 
tiov, that the more meetings are held the more opportunities and 
encouragement are given to the chatterers. That is so, no doubt, as 
matters stand at present, but the reason for it is that the agenda 
paper is so largely left in the hands of these persons, Members 
will not take the trouble to set down for discussion the questions 
of real importance to solicitors which have arisen during the pre- 
ceding quarter. And we think we are bound to say that the council 
are not free from responsibility for the present state of things. 
They usually adopt an automatic-box attitude: Here we sit to be 
questioned ; drop in your notice of motion and you will get an 
answer, but we do not volunteer any statement. This was not 
the attitude which was contemplated by the promoters of the two 
additional meetings which were instituted in 1881. The resolution 
for their establishment was put by its mover on the ground that 
the mectings would enable the council te apply for the vote and 
sanction of their constituents upon the important questions which 
came before them, We do not say that the council ever gave any 
encouragement to this idea; but is there any sufficient reason 
why it should not be adopted? There must be matters on which 
the vote of a general-meeting would add weight te the action 
taken, or about to be taken, by the council, and other matters 
on which the recommendation of a general meeting would be 
of service. Take, for instance, the extremely important question 
of the representation of solicitors on the Rule Committee or the 
right of their representative body to be consulted before any 
new rules of court are promulgated, and the changes proposed 
by the Solicitors Bill now before the House of Lords ;. these 
are matters on which it would seem that. discussion, eliciting 
an expression of opinion, might well be invited by the couneil. 





Or if questions of this kind are not considered suitable for 
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discussion by a general meeting, surely there could be no more 
appropriate occasion for explaining and making known the 
advantages attending the newly-established register of sales, 
mortgages, moneys for investment, und clerkships; and inviting 
suggestions and discussion with a view of increasing its utility 
to the profession. We have reason to believe that the confidence 
felt by solicitors in the ability and judgment with which 
the council in general transact the affairs of the profession was 
never greater than at present; but we would urge on the council 
that there is no better mode of retaining this good opinion than by 
taking their constituents rather more frequently into their con- 
fidence, and not reserving the statement of their action until it is 
long past and embalmed in a lengthy report which probably very 
few solicitors read. 





Tue notice which has been issued by the Board of Inland 
Revenue with regard to the stamping of unstamped or insufficiently 
stamped documents is apparently intended to lay a ground for 
refusing all applications made after the 1st of January next for 
the remission of penalties on instruments executed prior to the 16th 
of May last, the date of passing of the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888. As we read the notice, the meaning is this :— 
The commissioners will stamp without penalty any instrument, 
executed before the 16th of May last, which may be presented 
for stamping before the 1st of January next, and which is voluntarily 
presented, not presented in consequeace of the necessity for pro- 
ducing it in court or in order to make good the title to property at 
the requisition vf a purchaser, except (1) instruments which can- 
not in any case be legally stamped after execution—i.e., bills of 
exchange, and promissory notes not written on material bearing an 
impressed stamp, bills of lading, policies of sea insurance (with 
certain exceptions), proxies, receipts after one month, and voting 
papers; (2) instruments which “ cannot legally be stamped after 
execution without payment of a fixed statutory penalty ’—7.e., we 
take it, bills of exchange and promissory notes written on stamp 
of sufficient amount but of improper denomination, charter-parties, 
and receipts within one month after they have been given; 
(3) instruments in respect of which personal penalties have been 
incurred : this is rather a wide class, including executing or pre- 
paring any lease, the duty on which may be denoted by an 
adhesive stamp, if the same be not stamped at or before execu- 
tion (Stamp Act, 1870, s. 100), executing, &c., any letter of 


was in no way subject to appeal; and the soundness of the 
distinction drawn by the Court of Appeal, between the exist- 
ence of ‘‘ good cause” as a fact and the exercise of the judge’s 
discretion, may of course be called in question, though on a 
former occasion we have tried to point out its validity (30 
Soricrrors’ Jovrnat, 681). This is no reason, however, why the 
judge who has been overruled should himself intervene in the 
matter. The grounds upon which the Court of Appeal originally 
acted are stated in the judgments in Jones v. Curling (32 W. RB. 
651, 13 Q. B. D. 262). The reply of the Lord Chief Justice was 
given in Husley v. West London Extension Railway Co. (17 
Q. B. D. 373). It is unusual, of course, for a judge thus to anim- 
advert upon the action of a court which he admits to be superior to 
himself, and, moreover, in a manner little appropriate to the studied 
deference which that court has always shewn towards himself. 
But allowing that the opportunity of some reply ought to be 
conceded in consideration of his judicial position and the strong 
opinions he had expressed, there was no reason why the matter 
should not have rested there. To continue the unequal struggle 
must inevitably lead to the rebuff which the Court of Appeal, 
again with express and, we have no doubt, sincere marks of 
respect, has been compelled to give. For a time it has been pos- 
sible to avoid this by the device of making orders by consent ; but 
the jurisdiction of the court only exists to review the decisions of 
the courts below ; and where such decisions are wilfully withheld 
a time must necessarily come when the superior court finds itself 
unable to act. In the judgment in the present case the court 
intimated that that time had now come, and that, in the absence 
of an order of the inferior court, they would not again exercise 
their jurisdiction, even by consent. The matter will probably 
soon be settled in the proper way—namely, by an appeal to the 
House of Lords, but meanwhile surely the Lord Chief Justice 
will do well to accept the inevitable. 





Ir may BE HopeED that the Liability of Trustees Bill will escape 
the general massacre towards the close of the session, but Lord 
Sarissvry’s anticipations on Tuesday were not very confident. On 
the report of amendments last week a new and more skilfully 
drafted clause was inserted in place of clause 7 (Statutes of Limita- 
tions may be pleaded by trustees) ; the necessity for application to 
the court before investment in the inscribed stock of any British 
colony was removed; clause 9 (d) being altered so as to authorize 


allotment or scrip certificate unstamped (Jd., section 101), giving | jny : taaant iti : 
: ; ’, estment ‘‘in the inscribed stock of any British colonies, pro- 
an unstamped receipt (Zb., section 123), &e. ; and (4) articles of | vided that such inscribed stock shall not at the time of investment 


clerkship. We presume, however, that under section 15 of the 


be quoted in the official list of the London Stock Exchange at a 


Stamp Act, 1870, the instrument with regard to which the | ,.; i inscri i 
= me. price below £105 sterling for every £100 of inscribed stock bearing 
= _ be remitted must have been executed within twelve | interest at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum, or in the case of 
ie th 8 784 it ager ag my stamping, but this is not stated | inscribed stock bearing interest at a lower rate than 4 per cent. per 
n the notice. e sting of the notice is in its concluding annum below the price equivalent to £105 sterling for £100 of 
paragraph, which states that in the consideration of applications | inscribed stock at 4 per cent. per annum”; and the mistake we 
for relief from penalties payable on stamping instruments executed pointed out in the Bill was remedied by the omission of 
a ag ro me’ last, and not presented for stamping the words in clause 1, and of clause 11. Clause 12, which 
Ms r 9 - ys Paria oe the commissioners ‘“ will simply re-enacted section 8 of Lord Cranwortn’s Act by refer- 
ve regard e fact that the liability to the payment of | ence ‘has been altered by the insertion of the full words of the 
— might have been avoided had advantage been taken of | section. These are as follow:—‘It shall be lawful for any 
© arrangement hereby notified.” That is to say, we take it, the | trustees of any leaseholds for lives or years which are renewable 
commissioners will in such cases refuse to exercise the discretion | trom time to time, either under any covenant or contract or by 
2g gg by pen (2) (6) of the Stamp Act, 1870. Does | custom or usual practice, if they shall in their discretion think fit, 
ret = cee " Py er 8 _ practice? In the case of an | and it shall be the duty of such trustees, if thereunto required by 
rn te oi e Pale “"s - 15th of May last, it is cutting any person having any beneficial interest, present or future or con- 
e twelve months allowed by the Legislature for the com- tingent, in such leaseholds, to use their best endeavours to obtain 


missioners’ discretion to not much more than séven months. 


from time to time a renewed lease of the same hereditaments on 














Ir 13 on many grounds to be regretted that the Court of 
Appeal should have found it necessary to deliver the judgment of 
Jast Monday in Rooke v. Czarnikow and Bidder which we report 
elsewhere. It was clearly incumbent upon them, however, to do 
something to put an end to the controversy which has existed for 
so long between them and the Lord Chief Justice. 
of a judge of a court of first instance calling in question the 





decision of court of appeal, and continually refusing to act upon 
it, is not very seemly. It may be granted that there was a 
good deal in Lord Corenrmer’s original contention, that the 


the accustomed and reasonable terms, and for that purpose it shall 
be lawful for any such trustees from time to time to make, or concur 
in making, such surrender of the lease for the time being subsist- 
ing, and to do all such other acts as shall be requisite in that 
behalf; but this section is not to apply to any case where, by the 
terms of the settlement or will, the person in possession for his life 
or other limited interest is entitled to enjoy the same without any 
obligation to renew the lease or to contribute to the expense of 
renewing the same.” 





Tare seems to have been a suggestion, in connection with Mr. 





discretion given to him by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 1, | O’Downetx’s recent action against the Zimee for libel, that the letters 





ce Oe ee eee eee 








lf 
rt 
ce 
se 


1e 
6 


ee ® ree ee Ori aoarot4 BAS 


=P reise SOM OD 


aes SO OD cet 








July 14, 1888. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 605 








referred to by the Attorney-General in his opening, being alleged to 
be forgeries, would have been inadmissible, unless the source whence 
they were derived was disclosed. We confess that, as at present 
advised, we do not appreciate the point thus raised. The custody 
from which a document comes, and whether it is the proper 
custody, may be material to the admissibility of such document in 
the case of certain documents which are admissible without proof 
of handwriting, or which, to use the ordinary expression, prove 
themselves. The proper custody is there the guarantee of genuine- 
ness. This applies to the case of old surveys, terriers, and court 
rolls, and such like. It is obvious that their admissibility must 
depend on whether they come from a proper place—i.e., a place 
where such documents, if genuine, would be. But in the case of 
letters, the handwriting of which must be proved, it appears to us 
that, assuming them to be relevant and otherwise admissible, the 
proof of the handwriting is all that is necessary to render them 
admissible. We cannot understand how the question from what 
source they were procured can be material to their admissibility. 
It is sufficient that they are now produced by the party and the 
handwriting proved. Then it is elementary knowledge that hand- 
writing may be proved by persons knowing the handwriting or by 
comparison with that of documents proved to be genuine ; and such 
comparison may be made by experts, or persons acquainted with 
the person’s signature, or by the jury themselves: see Taylor on 
Evidence, 7th ed., s. 1870, and 17 & 18 Vict. c. 125, 8.27. Of 
course the absence of any evidence as to whence they were pro- 
cured may go to the weight of the evidence, but that is a different 
matter altogether. 





A cnorce between two evils is afforded to the Treasury when a 
reorganization of any department takes place. The superfluous 
officials must either be pensioned off or they must be retained. It 
has been the practice, where there is no immediate call for their 
services, to treat those of the superfluous officials as are not of an 
age to be compulsorily pensioned as retained in the service of the 
State, being described as ‘‘ redundant,’’ and to pay them their full 
salary, together with all increment, by way of a retaining fee. 
Redundant officers are liable to be called upon to perform duties 
analogous to those they have hitherto performed, but it is believed 
that such a recall to duty rarely takes place. It is stated that a 
debate will be raised in the House of Commons on the votes for the 
Civil Service respecting the salaries of ‘‘ redundant ”’ officials of the 
Central Office of the Royal Courts. There are several such officials 
who perform no services in return for the salaries they receive, and 
who are living in idleness, with a liability, though, perhaps, with 
no expectation, of being called upon to again do some useful work. 
If these gentlemen, as is assumed, retain their seniority, it may 
be asked why they are not recalled when there is a vacancy ? Is it 
because someone’s privilege of patronage would be interfered with 
and that some high authority would be deprived of the right of 
appointing a dependent to a junior clerkship? The fact is that 
the Treasury and the patronage authorities are at variance, and 
the public purse suffers in consequence. 








POSSESSION UNDER ALLEGED BILLS OF SALE. 


Possession may be nine points of the law, but when it has been 
acquired under a void bill of sale it is of little benefit to the 
possessor. It is otherwise, however, when the possession can be 
referred to some other title than the alleged bill of sale, or where 
the document does not constitute a bill of sale at all. On the 
former of these grounds the possession was upheld in Wewlove v. 
Shrewsbury (21 Q. B. D. 41), and on the latter in the case of 
= v. Westwood, decided by Mr. Justice Kay on Wednes- 
ay. 

It may be useful first to notice the distinction between the cases 
of an ordinary pledge, where, at the time of the transaction, 
possession is voluntarily given by the pledgor to the pledgee, and 
those where the borrower authorizes the lender to take possession, 
either immediately or at any subsequent time. There seems to 
have been at first some little difficulty in excluding documents re- 
lating to transactions of the first kind from the Bills of Sale Acts, 
though rather in relation to the grounds upon which this should be 


were Ez parte Olose (33 W. R. 228, 14 Q. B. D. 386), before Cave, 
J., and Attenborough’s case (33 W. R. 337, 28 Ch. D. 682), before 
Pearson, J. These seemed to give rise to the notion that, as such 
transactions could not be expressed in the scheduled form, and as 
they could not have been intended to be prohibited altogether, 
therefore they were not within the Acts. is reasoning, how- 
ever, was disapproved by the Court of Appeal in Hx parte Parsons 
(34 W. R. 329, 16 Q. B. D. 532), and the principle was affirmed 
that, if a document was really necessary for taking 
possession, then it could not be exempted from the operation 
of the Bills of Sale Acts any impossibili of 
following the form in the schedule. Shortly afte the 
question was again before the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Hub- 
bard (35 W. R. 2, 17 Q. B. D. 690), and there it was held that, 
where goods are actually, at the time of the transaction, delivered 
to the pledgee, this is sufficient to justify his possession, and a 
document signed by the pledgor recording the transaction and 
regulating the right of the pledgee to sell the goods is not a bill 
of sale within the Acts. This differed from Hx parte Parsons 
(supra), because there the possession was not actually given by the 
pledgor, but only a written authority to take possession, although 
immediate, and consequently the possession, when taken, would 
have to rest upon such written authority, and not, as in an ordinary 
case of pledge, upon the independent agreement completed by 
voluntary trausfer of possession. 

In the two recent cases, however, to which we have referred, 
possession was not given up at the time of the transaction, but, 
being subsequently acquired, it became necessary to ascertain to 
what title it could be referred. In Mewlovev. Shrewsbury a person 
was entitled under an agreement to seize in certain events a machine 
in the possession of a third party. In consideration of a guarantee 
of £600 he sold all his rights to the machine to the guarantor, 
although in the event of the guarantee not being enforced, such 
rights were to revert to him. So far everything was verbal, but 
upon the agreement was indorsed a receipt for £580, and 
when the lender subsequently took possession under it, it was 
contended that the receipt constituted a bill of sale, and as 
this was void, his possession was based on no title. To this 
there were two answers. First, the indorsement, being a 
mere receipt and not operating as an assurance either at law or in 
equity, was not a bill of sale. This point is fully established by 
North Central Wagon Oo. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln- 
shire Railway Co. (35 W. R. 448, 85 Ch. D. 191), where the 
cases are distinguished which had coupled a receipt with another 
document so as to make up between them an assurance (Hz parte 
Odell, 27 W. R. 274, 10 Ch. D. 76, and others). And, 
secondly, the Bills of Sale Acts do not strike at the transaction 
itself, but only at the document by which it is supported. If, 
then, there is an agreement, apart from the document, to which 
the possession can be referred, this constitutes a good title to the 
possession, and the invalidity of the document is immaterial. In 
Newlove v. Shrewsbury the real agreement was oral, and the 
receipt was not meant to be a reduction of it into writing; conse- 
quently the possession, when subsequently taken, could be referred 
to the oral agreement, and was not subject to be impeached. 

The other case, Redhead v. Westwood, was more like a direct 
evasion of the Acts, but the possession of the lender was neverthe- 
less allowed. The borrower first sold his furniture to the lender 
for £100; the lender then entered into a written agreement to let 
it to the borrower. The £100 was paid, but no receipt was given 
Thus there was no document whatever referring to the transaction 
of sale and purchase, and nothing, consequently, which could be 
invalidated by the Bills of Sale Acts. This, then, being safe, the 
subsequent transaction was simply one of hiring and letting, and 
the document which recorded this could not by itself be a bill of 
sale. So it was held by Mr. Justice Kay on the authority of the 
Central Wagon Co.’s case (supra). In Ea parte Odell there wea 
an inventory and receipt as well as the hiring agreement. 

This latter case especially emphasizes what has been said in the Court 
of Appeal—that it is at the documents only that the Bills of Sale Acts 
strike. The real nature of the transaction, however much it ~~ 
come within the mischief of the Acts, is not to be regarded. If 
ion, once gained, can be referred either to an ordinary 
transaction of pledge, or to an oral agreement, or to a document 





done than on any doubt as the true principle. The early cases 


which does not constitute a bill of sale, then it is perfectly good ; 
the fact that it results from a loan is immaterial. 
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DECISIONS ON THE SETTLED LAND ACTS, 
1882—1887. 


II. 
Carrrat Morrys (Continued). 


Investment of capital moneys.—The investments upon which 
capital moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts may be laid 
out are specified in section 21 of the Act of 1882, to which the 
reader is referred. The purchase of land is included (sub-section 
vii.), unless the settlement is by way of trust for sale, and does not 
authorize it (section 63 (2, ii.)); but if the settled land is in 
England, land out of England may not be purchased, unless 
authority is specially given by the settlement (section 23). 

It is clear from what was said in Duke of Marlborough v. 
Marjoribanks (33 W. R. 871, 34 W. R. 877, 30 Ch. D. 127, 32 
Ch. D. 1) that all the investments authorized by section 21 are 
applicable indifferently to all capital moneys however arising; 
just as the trustees can invest indifferently on any securities 
authorized by the settlement or by the general law. For instance, 
on a sale of freehold land, leaseholds such as are authorized by sub- 
section (vii.) may be purchased, although the result would be to 
alter the devolution of title. The particular point in question in 
the case last cited was whether, notwithstanding that section 
87 authorizes the expenditure of money arising from the 
sale of heirlooms as capital money, the court would permit 
it to be invested in paying off incumbrances on the settled 
land, or in any other manner by which the remainderman would 
be errant from attaining the absolute right to it which he 
might otherwise have got. It was held that the incumbrances 
might be paid off, for the Act clearly contemplates altering the rights 
of partiesin many cases. Reading the Act apart from the decisions 
on it, some doubt appears to be thrown on this view by section 
22 (5), which provides that capital moneys remaining uninvested, 
and securities on which an investment is made, shall devolve in 
the same manner as the land from which the money arose would 
have devolved if not disposed of. But it has been held, in the 
above case, that this sub-section applies only before the money is 
definitely laid out, and that it does not apply at all to money 
received for the purchase of heirlooms. The reasons for the 
decision would seem also to shew that section 22 (5) does not 
apply to money received by the sale of timber. 

tion 21 (ii.) provides that capital money may be expended in 
the discharge, purchase, or redemption of incumbrances on “ the 
settled land or other the whole estate the subject of the settle- 
ment.” By this is meant ‘the land which is sold or any other 
land which is the subject of the settlement”: Re Chaytor (32 
W. R. 517, 25 Ch. D. 651). 

It was laid down by Pearson, J., in Re Knatchbull (33 W. R. 
10, 27 Ch. D. 349), that by ‘“‘incumbrances” is meant only 
mortgages, portions, and the like, not charges such as jointures or 
rent-charges, which the tenant for life is bound to pay off himself 
if he live long enough. The Court of Appeal (33 W. R. 569, 29 
Ch. D. 588), though not actually deciding the point, expressed a 
rather different view, being strongly of opinion that such charges 
as jointures might be purchased by the trustees with capital 
money, provided that they were kept alive for the benefit of the 

arties entitled, and not extinguished simply to benefit the tenant 
or life. The actual question in the case was the payment off of 
a terminable charge created under an Improvement Act ; but the 
decision on that point has been rendered obsolete by the amending 
Act of 1887. 

_ The Settled Land Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 30), was enacted 
in consequence of the decision in Re Knatchbull (ubi sup.), and 
provides that when any improvement of a kind authorized by the 
Act of 1882 has been or may hereafter be made, and when, for 
the purpose of defraying the expenses of it, money has been 
borrowed and a rent-charge, either temporary or perpetual, has 
been created under any Act of Parliament, capital money may be 
pa a fe in redeeming or otherwise providing for the payment of 
such charge. 

One of the ways of providing for the payment of a charge is 
by paying the instalments as they become due, and this may be 
done, but, if the charge is terminable, only so far as each instal- 
ment represents capital; and the tenant for life must still pay 
such part as represents interest on the money originally advanced : 


Re Lord Sudeley (36 W. R. 162, 37 Ch. D. 123). It may still 
be a question whether the same principle is to be applied when 
the rent-charge is redeemed for a capital sum ; mB such sum 
would have to be apportioned in the same way as the instalments. 
It does not seem to be the intention that the tenant for life should 
be enabled to recover any part of instalments which have already 
been actually paid by him, and, so far as we know, no attempt to 
do so has yet been made. 

Section 21 of the Act of 1882 does not contemplate the dis- 
charge of incumbrances affecting less than the whole of the settled 
estate, such as incumbrances only on the reversion, or only on the 
life interest: Re Sebright (33 Ch. D. 429). But a mortgage of a 
long term of years is an incumbrance which may be redeemed : 
Re Frewen (38 Ch. D. 383). 

Capital money may be invested in debentures or debenture 
stock of any railway company in Great Britain or Ireland incor- 
porated by special Act, and having paid a dividend on its ordinary 
stock or shares for the previous ten years (section 21 (i) ). 
Trustees who have similar powers under a settlement are 
authorized by the Local Loans Act, 1875, s. 27, to invest in 
debentures or debenture stock created by a local authority under 
that Act. It is at least doubtful whether the latter Act applies 
in any case so as to authorize the investment of capital moneys in 
the debentures or debenture stock of a local authority, and it 
clearly does not do so unless a dividend has been paid on such 
debentures or stock for the previous ten years: Re Maderly (33 
Ch. D. 455). Capital money may be expended in paying the 
costs incurred by a tenant for life in defending successfully the 
title to the settled land (Re Aylesford, 34 W. R. 410, 32 Ch. D. 
162), or in resisting an action to restrain him from exercising his 
powers (Re Llewellyn, 36 W. R. 347, 37 Ch. D. 317) in 80 far as 
such costs have not been recovered from the opposite party : see 
sections 36 and 47. 

When money in court under the Lands Clauses Act is invested 
under the direction of the court, the expenses of investment are not 
payable out of capital money, but must be borne by the company 
which has paid the money, although the costs of making the invest- 
ments authorized may be greater than that of making any invest- 
ments which could have been directed apart from the Settled Land 
Act: Re Hanbury (31 W. R. 784). 

The mere fact that investments, not authorized by the settlement, 
are within section 21 does not authorize trustees to place in them 
money in their hands which is not properly speaking capital money 
under the Settled Land Act: Fox v. Dolby (W. N., 1883, p. 29). 

The income of investments under the Act.—Primé facie the in- 
come arising from investments of capital money is to be paid to the 
tenant for life. When, however, the money arises from the sale of 
a lease or reversion, the trustees or the court may (section 34) 
direct the money to be invested or accumulated in such a way that 
the parties interested may take the same benefit that they would 
formerly have had. This section is almost identical with 
section 74 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and it has been held that 
the principles of the decisions on that Act should be followed, 
and, accordingly, that when the reversion subject to a lease 
is sold, the tenant for life should only receive an amount of 
income equal to the rent he received before. The lease was a 
beneficial lease of building land, and it was practically ad- 
mitted that in the case of agricultural land the rule should 
not be too strictly applied, and that the trustees need not 
inquire too nicely whether the fund produces a larger income 
than the land: Cottrell v. Cottrell (88 W. R. 361, 28 Ch. D. 
628). Similarly, where money has been paid into court in neapect 
of land taken compulsorily under an Act of Parliament, the land 
taken being, with other land, subject to a lease, and the lessee 
having agreed to pay the same rent as before, it was held that, until 
the lease fell in, no part of the purchase-money could be paid to 
the tenant for life, but at the expiration of the lease he must have 
the income of the purchase-money and of the accumulations of 
previous income: Re Griffith (49 L. T. 161). Again, in Re 
Sebright (33 Ch. D. 429) North, J., expressed an opinion that, if 
what is sold is practically only the reversion subsequent to the life 
interest, the trustees must take care to apply the whole proceeds 
of sale for the benefit of the persons interested in remainder. We 
have already criticized this dictum (ante, p. 286), and seeing how 
often it has been stated that one of the chief objects of the Act 








| was to allow the tenant for life to sell #0 as to increase his income, 
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it is humbly submitted that the rule laid down in Cottrell v. 
Cottrell (wbi supra), although it was clearly right in cases under 
the Lands Clauses Act, is not in accordance with the spirit of this 
Act, and that to make some adjustment of the income like that 
applied by sections 11 and 35 to the rents received under mining 
leases and to the income of money arising from the sale of timber 
would be more in accordance with what the Legislature intended. 

It has been decided in Re Paget (38 W. R. 898, 30 Ch. D. 
161), in accordance with what seems to us to be the obvious 
meaning of sections 51 (2) and 52 of the Act of 1882, that when a 
tenant for life, whose estate is subject to forfeiture on his failing 
to reside in the mansion house in accordance with the terms of the 
settlement, sells the settled land and mansion house, he is entitled to 
the income of the capital money arising from the sale, notwith- 
standing the forfeiture clause. 

When the settlement is by way of trust for sale, and a mining 
lease is granted before sale, the wording of section 11 creates a 
difficulty. It will be remembered that that section provides that 
when the tenant for life is impeachable for waste three-fourths of 
all mining rents, which include royalties, are to be set aside 
as capital money, and in other cases one-fourth. When the 
settlement is by a trust for sale the person to be deemed 
tenant for life under section 63 cannot properly be said to 
be impeachable for waste; so if section 11 is to be read 
literally, only one-fourth of the rent should then be capital- 
ized. But the Court of Appeal has held that so to con- 
strue the section would be to sacrifice its true meaning, and, 
under cover of adhering to the words, to miss the object sought 
to be attained by them. The test is to see what would be the 
position of the person to be deemed tenant for life if he really 
were such. If he really were tenant for life, and had not 
expressly been made unimpeachable for waste, he would be im- 
peachable for it ; and it would be “ contrary to good sense, and to 
all sound principles of interpretation, to hold him entitled to more 
than he would be entitled to if he really were what he is to be 
deemed to be”: Re Ridge (34 W.R. 159, 81 Ch. D. 504). 

Although a tenant for life may have the right to cut timber, 
section 35 does not give him a right to any part of the capital 
money arising from the sale of it if it has been sold standing along 
with the land: Re Liewellin (36 W. R. 347, 37 Ch. D. 317). 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
NOTICE AS TO THE STAMPING OF UNSTAMPED OR 
INSUFFICIENTLY STAMPED INSTRUMENTS. 


The Board of Inland Revenue give notice that, except as herein- 
after mentioned, they are prepared to remit the penalty or penalties 
payable on stamping instruments executed prior to the passing of 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (6th May, 1888), which 
are presented to the board for the purpose at any time before the Ist 
day of January, 1889, 

This concession of course does not extend to instruments which 
cannot in any case legally be stamped after execution, or which 
cannot legally be stamped after execution without payment of a 
fixed statutory penalty, nor is it to apply to instruments in respect 
. be om personal penalties have been incurred, or to articles of 

erkship. 

The board reserve to themselves the right of refusing the benefit 
of this concession in any case in which it may appear that the 
instrument is not voluntarily presented for stamping, but is 
presented in consequence of other circumstances, such as, for in- 
stance, the ee | of producing the instrument in court, or of 
— good the title to property at the requisition of a purchaser. 

In the consideration of applications for relief from penalties - 
able on stamping instruments executed prior to the passing of ti the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, and not presented for the 
purpose until after the ist of January next, the board will have 
regard to the fact that the liability to the payment of such penalties 
might have been avoided had advantage taken of the arrange- 
ment hereby notitied. By order, 

W. H. Covsins, Secretary. 


Inland Revenue Office, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
July 2, 1888. 








On the 5th inst. the Royal Aesent was given to the following public Bills : 
—Corsolidated Furd (No. 2) Bill,’Copyrright (Musical positions) Bill 
Mau’ CC TTC eee 


CASES OF THE WEEK, 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
ROOKE v. CZARNIKOW AND BIDDER—No 1, 9th July. 
Practice—Cos1s—Goop Cavse—Jupex paciomNne To Exercise Jvrispic- 
piction—R. 8S. C. 1888, LXV., 1. 

This action was brought by Messrs. Rooke & Sons, solicitors, against the 
defendants, to recover the amount of their costs incurred in relaton to the action 
of Bidder v. Bridges, in which they had acted for the plaintiffs. That action 
was brought against the Lord of the Manor of Mitcham for the of pro- 
tecting Mitcham Common from encroachment, and by direction of a com- 
mittee, which was formed for that pupae by the defendant Czarnikow and 
others, Mr. Bidder, Q.C., and another were made the nominal plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs were, however, unsuccessful, and v heavy costs were in- 
curred, the defendant's costs being paid by Mr. Bidder. e present action 
was then brought. Mr. Bidder admitted his liability for part of the costs, 
but contended that Mr. Czarnikow was also liable, and took out a third- 
notice against him. Mr. Czarnikow denied all liability for the costs. It 
was agreed between the defendants that the other members of the committee 
should be exonerated from liability. At the trial, which took place before 
the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, a verdict was returned for the 
=. and judgment was entered ingly a beth defendants. 

Lord Chief Justice ordered that Mr. Czarnikow should pay Mr. Bidder's 
costs relating to the third-party notice, but on application made to 
him for an order that the plaintiffs’ costs should be paid by Mr. Czarnikow 
alone, and not by Mr. Bitider, he declined to exercise any jurisdiction. He 

ressed a strong opinion that there was ‘‘good cause” for making such an 
order, but he said that in view of the decisions in the Court of Appeal on 
such matters he would not exercise his discretion until they had decided 
whether there was good cause or not. Mr. Bidder now applied that the 
case might be remitted to the Lord Chief Justice with an intimation that 
there was good cause for making such an order. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Liyptey and Lorrs, L.JJ.), having 
obtained the consent of all parties, made an order for the payment by Mr. 
Ozarnikow of all costs incurred Ae plaintiffs in consequence of his denial 
of liability. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that ord. 65, r. 1, stated that 
when an action had been tried by a judge with a jury, the costs must follow 
the event, unless the judge for good cause should otherwise order. That, as 
had been several times said by the court, threw upon the judge who had 
conducted the trial two duties. He had first to decide whether there was 
“ good cause” or not; and, secondly, if he thought there was good cause, 
he had to make such order as to costs as in his discretion he might think fit. 
The Court of Appeal had never entertained appeals on mere questions of 
costs, but they had thought themselves bound to entertain appeals on the 

uestion whether or not there had been ** good cause.”” If they thought that 

ere had been “ good cause” there was no appeal on the second _ of the 
judge’s decision, because that was a pure question of costs. But it was 
the duty of the judge to decide those questions, and if he declined to enter- 
tain them there was no decision or order from which an : could be 
brought. The Court of Appeal, therefore, would have no jurisdiction in such 
a case. In the present case, to avoid expense and to save the parties from 
the injustice which ht ensue, the cours would make the order by the 
consent of all parties, who were able as i Fappened to give their consent, 
but it must be distinctly understood that fo¥ the future, if a judge declined in 
such a case to exercise his jurisdiction, the Court of Appeal would not inter- 
fere, and whatever injustice might ensue from that refusal must exist and 
remain without remedy. The court would not again assume jurisdiction at 
the request of parties, and they had no jurisdiction without that consent. 
If the Court of Appeal had ever exercised such jurisdiction it was in the hope 
of avoiding anyt like a conflict or collision with the Lord Chief Justice, 
but they felt that they must now take their stand, and let it be clearl 
known that they should decline to exercise such jurisdiction again. In this 
particular case they felt that until that intention had been definitely 
expressed it would have been unfair to the parties not to exercise the jurisdic- 
tion which the parties consented to give, and thus to avoid either the expense 
of going back to the Lord Chief Justice, if they conld do so, or the terrible 
conclusion that injustice would be done if they could not. Lrvpiey and 
Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred, —Covunset, William Graham; R. T. Reid, Q.C., and 
Hollams; Jelf, Q.C., and R. M. Bray. Soxtctrors, Talbot & Quayle; 
Hollams, Son, & Coward ; Rooke § Sons. 


HENNESSY v, WRIGHT—No. 1, 6th July. 
Practice —InTerRroGaToRies—ActTION or LrseL, 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the refusal of a divisional court 
(Manisty and Stephen, JJ.) to order the defendant to make further and 
better answers to interrogatories administered to him by the plaintiff. The 
action was for libel, and was brought by Sir John Pope Hennessy, the 
Governor of Mauritius, against the publisher of the Times newspaper. The 
libel complained of was contained in a letter from the Times correspondent at 
Mauritius and a leading article thereon, which were said to impute that the 
Governor had edited—that is, tampered with—the reports of certain speeches 
delivered by members of the Council of the island, and transmitted them to 
the Secretary of State for the Colonies in a garbled form (see ante, p. 591). 
The defendunt pleaded that the alleged libels were published bond and 
without malice, and were of fair and accurate reports of public pro- 
ceedings of the Council of the colony ; that they were fair and reasonable com- 
ments upon matters of public interest and notoriety, and published bond fide 
and without malice, and under such circumstances as to render the pablication 
rivileged ; and, lastly, that the alleged libels were true in substanceand in fact. 





e interrogatories were as follow :—(1) Say, to the best of your informa- 
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tion and belief, from what person was the information obtained upon which 
the alleged fair and accurate accounts were respectively based? (2) Give, to 
the best of your knowledge, information, or belief, the name of the person 
by whom the reports were made, and of the person who sent them to the 
imes? (3) Had the person from whom the reports were obtained any 
previous connection with the Times as correspondent or otherwise? (4) Give 
the name of the person who wrote or contributed the letter or article headed 
Port Louis, 3rd August, published in the Times of the 25th of August, 1886 ? 
(5) Was or was not the communication first received from the author or con- 
tributor? (6) Did you, or the editor, or anyone on behalf of the Times at 
any time make any inquiry as to the antecedents or reliability of the person 
who supplied the information ; if so, state what was learnt about him? (7) 
State whether you, or the editor, or any person engaged on the Zimes have 
at any time received any and what information as to the person who supplied 
the rts? (8) Have you, or some person in your service or under your 
control, possession of the original manuscript from which the matter published 
on the 25th of August, 1886, was printed? (9) State, with respect to the short- 
hand notes which the plaintiff is alleged in the article to have sent home 
unrevised by the speakers, the date of the meeting of Council to which they 
related, &c. (10) Give the names of the persons by whom, and in what words, 
the plaintiff was charged with editing the shorthand notes as alleged in the 
article. (11) Say with regard to the notes mentioned, was the plaintiff charged 
with editing the notes co nomine ; if not, say precisely with what acts done or in 
respect of the notes he is charged? (12) Give the names of the persons who are 
alleged in the article to have objected to the record of their speeches therein 
referred to, and say when and where and in what words they expressed their 
objection? (13) By whom was the plaintiff believed to have “ edited”’ the 
report referred to in the article of the 29th of December, 1886 ; say what acts 
the plaintiff is believed to have done in connection with the report by way 
of “editing” it? (14) Do you allege as afact that the plaintiff secretly 
transmitted to the Secretary of State speeches which purported to be taken 
down by the shorthand writer, but were not, or any other and what speeches ; 
if so, give precise particulars of such speeches, &c.? (15) Do you allege 
that all the speakersreferred toin the article of the 29th of December, 1886, were 
“indignant” as therein stated, or do you say that some only of such 
speakers were indignant; if the latter, give the names? (16) Say when, 
where, in what language, or how otherwise such speakers expressed their 
indignation, and give the date and place of Mr. Lloyd making the protest 
and declaration alleged in the article? (17) Have you, in order to answer 
the above questions, sought information from the editor, or any other and 
what persons engaged in the office? (18) Have you ascertained whether 
any person under your orders or directions has any information or belief with 
regard to the matters interrogated upon? ‘The answers of the defendant 
to these interrogatories were as follows:—(1) To interrogatories 1 to 8 
inclusive, that I object to answer the interrogatories, upon the grounds that 
they are irrelevant and do not relate to any matters in question in this 
action, and that they are not put ond fide for the purposes of this 
action, and that I am not bound to disclose the names of persons who will 
probably be my witnesses on the trial. (2) To interrogatory 9, that I 
cannot positively answer, but I believe that the date of the meeting of 
Council referred to was the 19th of April, 1886, and that the petition was 
one sent to Lord Granville, but I cannot say by whom. (3) To inter- 
rogatories 10, 11, 12, and 13, that I am unable to answer these interrogatories 
because I have no knowledge of the matters therein inquired into beyond 
such information as I have obtained from books and documents in the 
possession of the plaintiff. (4) To interrogatories 14, 15, and 16, that I do 
not know, and therefore cannot, en my oath, allege whether as a fact the 
plaintiff secretly transmitted to the Secretary of State speeches which 
sted to be taken down by the shorthand writer, but were not, or 
whether the speakers were indignant, &c. (5) To interrogatories 17 and 18, 
that, in order to answer the interrogatories, I have sought information from 
all persons likely to afford information, and I believe there are no persons 
from whom I have a right to obtain information who have any knowledge, 
information, or belief upon the matter. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lixpizy and Lopes, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, teing of opinion that the interrogatories were sufficiently 
answered. The first cight interrogatories were put for the purpose of 
obtaining the names of persons who had made statements to the defendant, 
and it was suggested that it might be shewn that these persons were actuated 
by malicious motives. But if that were shewn, it would not be sufficient, as 
it would be consistent with the absence of malice in the defendant. The 
defence was that the alleged libel was a correct account of what had taken 
place snd fair comment thereon. That was the issue, and with regard to 
that issue the names of the informants would be quite immaterial. Neither 
would the production of the manuscript or the comparison of it with the 
published account in any way affect that issue. All the interrogatories were open 
to the objection of being fishing interrogatories, and further answers ought 
not to be ordered.—Covnse, Lockwood, Q.C., and Cagney ; Lumley Smith, 
QC., and Graham. Souicrtors, C. § 8. Harrison & Co. ; Soames, Edwards, 
$ Jon:s. 

Re DIGGLES—No. 2, 6th July. 
Wiu1—Oonstruction—Precatory Trust. 


The question in this case was whether a testatrix had declared a 
precatory trust. The testatrix devised and bequeathed ‘‘all my real 
and personal property and effects to my daughter Frances, her heirs and 
assigns, and it is my desire that she allows to my relative and companion, 
Anre Gregory, an annuity of £25 during her life, and that she shall, if 
she desires it, have the use of such portions of my household furniture, 
linen, &c., as may not be required by my daughter Frances.” Bristowe, 
V.0., held that the daughter became entitled to the property of the 
testatrix, subjuct to a valid trust to pay thereout an annuity of £25 to 
Anne Gregory during her life. 








Tue Court (Corron, Bowgn, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that no trust was 
created, and there was nothing more than an expression of the wish of the 
testatrix that the annuity should be paid.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
aud Rotch; Neville, QC.., and Horridge. Soxtcrrors, Pritchard, Engle- 
Jield, € Co. ; C. C. Deane, Liverpool. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Re THE DRY DOCKS cate 44 OF LONDON (LIM.)—Kay, J., 
th July. 


Company—WInDING up—PRrovisionaL LiquiDATOR—CARRYING ON Business 
—Distress ror Rates LEVIED AFTER APPOINTMENT OF PROVISIONAL 
LIQUIDATOR BUT BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF THE WINDING UP. 


After a provisional liquidator had been appointed, but without know- 
ledge of that circumstance, the overseers of the parish levied a distress for 
rates upon property of thecompany. Resolutions for a voluntary winding 
up were subsequently passed on the 22ad of June, and this had since 
been continued under the supervision of the court. The liquidators now 
moved to continue an injunction restraining the overseers from selling the 
company’s property. 

Kay, J., said that the provisional liquidator was only appointed to keep 
things in statu quo, not ‘to}carry on the business for the purposes of the 
winding up, and was not affected by the rule that rates accrued due whilst 
a liquidator was carrying on a business have to be paid in full. Here the 
winding up commenced on the 22nd of June, so the debt for rates was in- 
curred before the beginning of the winding up, although the property of 
the company was in the custody of the court before that. The puttin 
in of a distress would have been a wrongful act if the overseers ha 
known of the appointment of a provisional liquidator, and they could not 
be allowed to take advantage of it. The injunction must be continued.— 
Counset, G. T. Millar ; Eustace Smith. Soxtcrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. ; 
Birchall, Wood, ¢ Co. 


EAST AND WEST INDIA DOCK CO. ». SHAW & CO.—Chitty, J., 
ith July. 


Raitway anp Canat Trarric Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 31), s. 2— 
ReGvuLaTion or Rattways Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 48), s. 6— 
Rattway ComMissioneERsS—JURISDICTION—TRaFric—l)ock Dus. 


In this case a question was raised as to the jurisdiction of the Railway 
Commissioners to entertain a complaint made under the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854, s. 2, against the dock company by the defendants, 
the owners of a line of steamers, for undue preference shewn by the dock 
company to another line of steamers with respect to dock dues. It ap- 
peared that the dock company were the owners of docks at the port of 
London and of a — railway worked in connection therewith, and were 
also the owners of other docks at Tilbury, forming a distinct part of their 
general undertaking. 

Currry, J., said that section 2 of the Act spoke of ‘‘ undue preference or 
advantage’’ with respect to “‘traffic.’”’ That the Act related generally to traffic 
was shewn by its title and preamble, and also by the definition clause. The 
undue preference complained of in the present case referred to a business 
quite distinct from the railway business, and could not be brought within 
the enactment as to undue preference with regard to traffic. The Railway 
Commissioners, therefore, had no jurisdiction to entertain the application 
by the defendants.—Counset, Romer, Q.C., Thomson, and Nicol ; 
Latham, Q.0., and Godefroi; R. 8. Wright. Soxricrrors, Renshaws ; 
Freshfields § Williams ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


WYMAN v. KNIGHT—Chitty, J., 7th July. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XLVII., XLVIII., LXXII., 2—Deuivery or Cuatrets— 
Writ or ASSISTANCE. 


In this case the question arose whether the old Chancery remedy by writ 
of assistance has in all cases been abolished by the new procedure of 1875 
and 1883. It appeared that an order had been made for the appointment 
of a receiver of chattels, the defendants being two trustees, of whom one 
was in Constantinople and the other, a solicitor, had absconded, being a 
defaulter. The plaintiff having applied for the deeds to the solicitor's 
clerk, who had the key of the safe, was refused delivery. Under these cir- 
cumstances the p'aintiff applied for a writ of assistance. 

Onrrry, J., said that the documents were in peril, and would remain so 
unless some remedy could be found. Order 47 of the Rules of 1883 (which 
repeated a similar order of the Rules of 1875) superseded the writ of 
assistance by means of a writ of possession. That writ, however, was con- 
fined to the poesession of land. It was true that order 48 related to the 
delivery of chattels, but that order only gave a power of distraint until 
delivery, and did not provide for the case of the delivery of the specific chattels, 
and therefore did not satisfy the exigenciesof a case like the present. He had 
caused inquiries to be made at the Central Office, and found that a writ 
of assistance, if properly framed, could be issued so as to apply to 
chattels. In Cazet de la Borde v. Othon (23 W. R. 110) Malins, V.C., 
appeared to have made an order for the issue of such a writ. There was, 
therefore, a clear decision in favour of acceding to the present application. 
He was, therefore, of opinion that the writ ought to go.—Covnset, 
Whinney. Soxricirors, Lyne § Holman. 


CROSSMAN v. RICHARDS—North, J., 7th July. 


Partition ActroN—SALE—DIstRIBvUTION OF ProckEDS—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF 
JUDGMENT ON ABSENT Persons DispENSED WITH—ADVERTISEMENTS— PARTI- 
tion Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 17), ss. 3, 4, suB-sECTION 3. 


This was the further consideration of a partition action. The property 
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had been sold, and the proceeds of sale paid into court. The chief 
clerk had found who were the persons interested in the , and 
notice of the judgment had been served on all the persons interested 
who were not es to the action, except some persons who were 
interested merely as trustees in whom the legal estate was vested, 
and orders had a made, under the provisions of section 3 of the 
Partition Act, 1876, dispensing with service of notice of the judgment 
on these persons. Sub-section 3 of section 4 of the Act provides that 
‘(when an order is made ing with service of notice on any 
person, and property is sold by order of the court’? (inter alia) “‘ (3) The 
court shall direct zuch notices to be given by advertisements or otherwise 
as it thinks best adapted for notifying to any persons on whom service is 
dispensed with, who may not have previously come ia and established their 
claims, the fact of the sale, the time of the intended distribution, and the 
time within which a claim to participate in the proceeds must be made.”’ 
The question was whether, before ibuting the funds in court, it was 
necessary to give notice by advertisement of the intended distribution to 
the persons as to whom service of notice of the judgment had been dis- 


with. 

Nort, J., held that it was not n to issue any advertisement. 
He was of opinion that sub-section 3 app only to persons who had a 
beneficial interest in the property on this ground. Phillips v. Andrews (31 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 217) was ble, for there the persons, 
service on whom had been dispensed with, were beneficially entitled.— 
CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and W. C. Druce; Wyndham A. Bewes. 
Sourcrrors, Crossman § Prichard ; G. Kirk. 


BROWELL vo. PLEDGE—North, J., 6th July. 


MorrcaceE—Foreciosurge AxnsoLutE—Jornt Mortcacgrs—DEgATH OF ONE 
MortTGAGEE DURING PERIOD FIXED FOR REDEMPTION—SURVIVORSHIP. 


This was a foreclosure action, the plaintiffs being joint mortgagees. 
On the 30th of March, 1887, the ordinary foreclosure judgment was given, 
directing an account of what was due to the plaintiffs under their security, 
and foreclosure in default of Bey six months from the date of the 
chief clerk’s certificate being allowed to the a for redemption. 
The certificate was made on the 26th of July, 1887; the period for 
a therefore, expired on the 26th of January, 1888. One of the 
plaintiffs died on the 26th of August, 1887. The amount found due by 
the certificate was not paid. The ong | plaintiff now moved that the 
foreclosure might be made absolute, without fixing a new period for 
redemption on account of the death of the other plaintiff. 

Norra, J., made the order for foreclosure absolute.—CounseL, Warring- 
ton. Soxicrrors, Collyer- Bristow § Co. 


Re ENGLISH’S SETTLEMENT—North, J. 7th July. 


LAND TAKEN BY Punitic Bopy vunpgr Sratrutory Powsrs—Purcuass- 
MONEY PAID INTO OourntT—PetiTion ror TRANSFER OF Funp To OCrepit 
or ACTION TO DETERMINE TITLE TO BENEFICIAL INTEREST—APPEARANCE 
or TrustEE—Costs—Lanps Ciauses Consoimation Act, 1845, s. 80. 


The question in this case was, whether the Metropolitan Board of Works, 
who had taken some land under their statutory powers, ought to pay the 
costs of a trustee, in whom the legal estate was vested, and who appeared 
as a respondent to a petition for the transfer of the purchase-money 
(which had been paid into court) to the credit of an action, brought 
against the trustee to determine who were the persons beneficially en- 
titled to the land under the trusts of the settlement. In that ion it 
had been decided that the petitioners were beneficially entitled to the 
land, and the petition asked that the fund in court might be transferred 
to the credit of the action, and that, pursuant to section 80 of the Lands 
Olauses Consolidation Act, the board might be ordered to pay the taxed 
costs, charges, and expenses of the trustee and the petitioners of and 
incident to the application. The land had been conveyed by the trustee 
to the board. The trustee and the board were made respondents to the 
petition, and the trustee —— on the hearing by two counsel, a Q.C. 
and ajunior. The counsel for the board objected that the trustee, having 
no interest, ought not to have appeared, and that her costs ought not to 
be allowed. Sidney v. Wilmer (31 Beav. 338) was cited. On behalf of the 
trustee Re Burnell’s Estate (12 W. R. 568) and Ez parte the Metropolitan 
Railway Co. (16 W. R. 996) were referred to. 

Norru, J., on the authority of Haynes v. Burton (1 Eq. 422) and 
Henniker v. Chafy (35 Beav. 124), held that the trustee was entitled to 
appear, and that the board must pay her costs. But he expressed a 
doubt whether the taxing master wont allow the costs of two counsel.— 
CounseL, Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Welby King; Napier Higgins, 
bar _ Spence ; Geare. Soxicrrors, John Nicholls ¢ Co.; Appleyard ; 

. ara. 


Re CRAWSHAY, DENNIS v. ORAWSHAY—North, J., 6th July. 


Practice—Courr Fees—PercentaGE—MANAGER—ORDER AS TO SUPREME 
Covut Fees, 1884, Scuzputz, No, 72. 


A question arose in this case as to the construction of the Order of 1884 
as to Supreme Court Fees with reference to the mode of calculating the 
tage payable on taking an account in chambers of moneys received 
y & manager of 4 partnership business appointed by the court. The 
order provides for the taking of the fees and ny mentioned in the 
schedule thereto. Item No. 72 in the schedule (wi comes under the 
head “‘ On gs in the Chancery Division, at the Judges’ Chambers” 
is, On an account of moneys received by an executor, adminis. 


amount found to have been received, without deducting any pa 1s.” 
In the notes a No. 81 there is the fo! —f Wie amtents 
for or in respect of w the following fees are payable shall be limited 
to £200,000 in the following cases”’ (inter alia) ‘‘(d) the amount at any 
time or times in the same cause or found to have been received by 
an executor, administrator, or trustee in the cases to which the fee No. 72 
is applicable, except in the case of a trustee directed to account - 
cally, and in that case, and in all other cases to which the fee No. 72 is 
applicable, the amount found to be due y Awd one certificate or on any one 
account.”” The question was whether, to the words above 
placed in italics, the percentage payable on the accounts of the 
manager was to be calculated on the amounts received by him, or on the 
amounts found due from him on the accounts respectively ? 
vege J. ne Ryeig Scns ~~ <j —— in italics, nyt per- 
cen' was pay on the amounts received by manager, as is ex~ 
sg nee og tng A tage was to be charged in 
other question was, what percen’ was charge respect of 
an account which had been taken into cham but not passed or 
vouched, and which, by reason of an arrangement between the parties, 
pe la py 
ORTH, J., a& pro of the percentage was pay- 
able.—Counsgi, Cookson Crackanthorpe, Q.0., and H. Follows ; Ingle-Joyce, 
Soxrcrrors, Cookson, Wainewright, § Pennington ; The Official Solicitor. 


THE MALVERN HILLS CONSERVATORS v. LADY EMILY FOLEY 
AND JOHN SANGER—Kekewich, J., 11th July. 


Common—EncLosurE oR Enoroacument—OCrecus—Temporary Tents AND 
ES. 


In this action the short point was whether py ee of a licence by the 
lady of a manor to a circus proprietor to hold tions lasting two or 
three days at intervals of a month in temporary tents or booths was a 
building, enclosure, or encroachment within the meaning of section 20 of 
the Malvern Hills Act, 1884. The section isin these terms, ‘‘ In order to 
preserve as open spaces free from enclosure and building the waste lands 
of the manor or parish of Great Malvern, in the county of Worcester, the 
conservators may take all n measures to prevent or remedy any 
enclosure or encroachment thereon, and to preserve and the same 
waste lands free from enclosure and building.”’ The = were the 
conservators, and they claimed an injunction restraining the defendants 
from making any enclosure or encroachment. 

Kexewicu, J., said the real question was, what was the construction of 
section 20 of the Act? The words in the Act were directed against 
enclosure and encroachment, and he came to the conclusion that the 
mere enclosure of about half an acre for two or three days for the 
of a circus could not be called an enclosure within the Act, nor could it 
be said that the defendants had, according to its terms, encroached on the 
waste lands by tting these exhibitions or shows to be held. Judg- 
ment for the defendants, with costs.—Counsgt, Elion, Q.0., and Gent; 
Warmington, Q.C., and Vernon Smith. Soxtcrrors, Philpott ¢ Son, for 
Morrell & Son, Oxford; Wood, Bigg, § Nash, for Yonge ¢ Co., Worcester, 


Re GAULARD & GIBBS’ PATENT—Kekewich, J., 9th July. 


Parent—Petition FoR REVOCATION—VARIATION IN PROVISIONAL AND Com- 
PLETE SPEcIFICATIONS—Propgr SvupsecT-MATTER FOR Patent—Insur- 
FICIENCY OF SPECIFICATION — CoMBINATION — ANTICIPATION — UtiLiry — 
Certiryinc ror Costs or Particutars or Onsections—Parents, &c., 
Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 9, 26, 29. 

This was « petition for the revocation of a patent under section 26 of the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. The patent was for a new 
system of distributing clectricity for the production of light and power— 
that system consisting in the employment of an alternating current pro- 
duced by electro-dynamo machines. The electrical zenerators were 
claimed to be of special construction, the quality and value of the induced 
currents depending on the construction of the secondary coils. The peti- 
tioner objected to the patent on the grounds of want of novelty, non-con- 
formity between the provisional and complete specifications, the patentees 
not ro ie the first inventors, insufficiency of description in specification, 
the invention not being a proper subject-matter for a patent, and on other 


oo J., said that, as to the first question raised—that of non- 
conformity—the — of the amendment b aggre had been made in the 
complete specifica was to supersede t) complete speci- 
fication, though as amended it must still comply with the law rela- 
tive to conformity with the sig. tion, as explained 
in Bailey v. Robertson (27 W. R. 17, 3 App. Oas. 1055). The 
difference, however, between ‘‘an unlimited number of induction coils” 
in the provisional, and “a number” in the complete yp mg 
was not sufficiently important to upset the patent. He also that 
the point that the complete specification was enlarged by the 
amendment was not open, as not having been raised in the particulars of 
objection. Then the words in the provisional 5 ** without in 
any way modifying the value of the primary current” —were conceded to be 
false, and for the present purpose might be assumed to have been aban- 
doned in the complete specification, but he did not think that fact was 
fatal to the patent, or sufficient to establish non-conformity, though it 
might be important on the questions of novelty and utility. The fact that 
the pro ion contained, and the comp specification 
omitted, an erroneous statement as to the patented invention, which, if 
true, woul have quutiiy itenued Se sitet, Wess 008 eS ae 
to avoid the patent. e next objection was that the com 

tion abandoned the claim for construction of ind ; but 





trator, trustee, agent, solicitor mortgagee, Sie 
7s Tr, provisional, "offi , or other liquidator, oS iat ae 
other person liable to account, for every £100, or fraction of £100, of the 


as the complete specification retained the use of coils of special construc- 
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tion, though it did not cleim to construct them, he thought that, on the 
question of conformity, the difference was not material. As to the 
omission to state in the specification that, in order to make the invention 
thoroughly successful, there should be an equal mass of metal in the 
primary and secondary wires, his lordship did not think that could upset 
the j awe He further held that the fact of a divided core being essential 
e secondary generators was stated or sufficiently implied, and was, 
moreover, unimportant. But did the specification give the necessary 
information as to how practical effect was to be given to the invention— 
how the machine was to be manufactured? If there were different ways 
of doing so, the patentee was bound to give such instances, and refer to 
them in such 6, as would enable a competent workman to’under- 
stand what articles to use. And this obligation applied at least as strictly 
to a case where the pater.t was claimed for a combination as to any other 
case. Here the combined elements were three —(1) an alternating 
dynamo ; (2) a current of high tension in the main wire; and (3) a 
8 generator as described. It was conclusively proved that there 
was special about the second erators described. The 
specification, as amended, did not state that one of the elements of the 
combination was a secondary generator of what was called the ‘‘step- 
down” character. Nothing less would suffice. The specification would, 
therefore, place a manufacturer in a difficulty, as he could not ascertain 
from if what sort of induction coil he might safely use without infringing 
the patent. The specification, therefore, did not uscertain the nature of 
the invention, as it did not explain what constituted the third item 
in the combination. The patentee had been driven to abandon that part 
of his original claim and to amend by way of disclaimer, and with that 
abandonment the whole specification fell to the und. It was unneces- 
sary, therefore, to go into the question of anticipation, though his lord- 
ship as at present advised failed to see that Messrs. Gaulard & Gibbs had 
published anything to the world which was not previously disclosed by 
some or other of the earlier specifications. Their patent might have 
shewn for the first time that high tension was essential to success, but 
discovering the best way of using an old instrument did not come within 
the proper meaning of the term “invention.” It was also unnecessary to 
go into ont wpe of utility, but he would say that though arrangements 
on ya oy el system were unquestionably an improvement on those on 
the system used by Messrs. Gaulard & Gibbs, and would in all 
=. soon supersede them, yet the laticr had certainly met with a 
arge measure of success, and he co not, therefore, have held the 
atent bad on the point of utility. For the above reasons, however, his 
ordship held that what the patentees described in their amended specifi- 
cation as their invention was not an invention entitled toa patent, and 
that, therefore, their patent must be revoked, and the respondents must 
pay the costs, to be taxed on the higher scale. His lordship added that 
he thought section 29, sub-section (6), of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, only 
applied to actions for infringement, but if he were convinced that it 
applied to petitions for revocation he would certify for the costs of par- 
ticulars of objections, and there would be liberty to apply on this point.— 
Counset, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Mornlion, Q.C., and Pyke; Sir H. James, 
QC., Aston, Q.C., J. C. Graham, and P. H. Lawrence. Sowscrrors, 
Curtis-Hayward ; Campbell, Reeves, § Hooper, 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 
Ez parte ROSS, Re CRIPPS—Cave, J., 28th June. 


Bankruptcy — Execution —Sarze—Norice or Perition Tro Suerirr — 
Retention or Proceeps—Timze— Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883, s. 46, suB- 
SECTION (2). 


A question was raised in this case with regard to the time from which 
the fourteen days are to run during which the sheriff is required to retain 
in his hands the proceeds of an execution under section 46, sub-section (2), 
of the re Act, 1883, which provides that ‘‘ where the goods of a 
debtor are under an execution in respect of a judgment for a sum 
exceeding £20, the sheriff shall deduct the costs of the execution from 
the proceeds of sale, and retain the balance for fourteen days, and if within 
that time notice is served on him of a bankruptcy petition having been 
presented against or by the debtor, and the debtor is adjudged bankrupt 
thereon, or on any other petition of which the sheriff has notice, the sheriff 
shall pay the balance to the trustee in the bankruptcy, who shall be 
entitled to retain the same as against the execution creditor, but otherwise 
he shall deal with it as if no notice of the presentation of a bankruptcy 

tition had been served on him.’’ In the present case execution was 

evied on January 23, 1888, and the sale took place on February 9, 1888. 

The — was presented on February 24, 1888, more than fourteen 
days from the date of the sale. On behalf of the trustee, however, it 
was contended that the provisions of section 46 were sufficiently complied 
with if notice was given to the sheriff within fourteen days of the receipt 
by him of the whole proceeds of the sale, which it was alleged in this 
case had been done. 

Cavs, J., held that the fourteen days must run from the time of the 
sale, and not from the time of the receipt of the money by the sheriff. 
His lordship said that nothing was expressly stated as to the time from 
which the fourteen days were to run, but when the subject-matter 
dealt with and the question of convenience and the reason of the section 
were considered, it seemed clear that the fourteen days were intended to 
run from the completion of the sale. Section 46 must be read in the 
light of section 45, and for the purposes of section 45 the date to be looked 
at was the date of the completion of the sale. So in section 46, sub- 
section (2), it was convenient that the same date should apply, But it was 
eaid that the words of the section were better satisfied tf the fourteen 


days ran from the time when the sheriff received the proceeds. The 
sheriff was to ‘‘retain the balance for fourteen days,’’ and it wus said, 
how could @ man retain that which he had not got? But it was not a 
question as to who oy oe to have the money in his hands. The con- 
trast was between the sheriff retaining it and the sheriff paying it over to 
a creditor. Also it was said that the words ‘‘the sheriff shall deduct the 
coste of the execution from the proceeds of sale’’ pointed to the fact that 
the fourteen days must run from the receipt of the last shilling. But 
there was really no force in that argument. The deduction might take 
place at any time, since all that was meant was that, whether the money 
was the trustee’s or the creditor’s, the costs of the execution were to be 
L paid. That ap to be what the Legislature had in view, and it cer- 

nly agreed with public convenience. The completion of the sale was 
a matter which was generally known, but with regard to the receipt of 
the money it was very different. It was quite possible that a purchaser 
might get bold of some article without paying for it, and even neocessi- 
tate his being sued, which might give rise to great difficullty. The 
general notion of the Act seemed to be that a creditor should not have 
any benefit of his execution if, before the sale was completed, a receiving 
order was made, and, further, where the goods of a debtor were sold, he 
should not have the money if, within fourteen days, a petition in bank- 
ruptcy was presented.—Counsgi, Herbert Reed ; Sidney Woolf. Sotacrrons, 
Barton § Pearman; W. B. Styer. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


CLIMPSON v. COLES & CARR—Q. B. D., Manisty, J., 10th July. 


In giving judgment in this case, Manisty, J., said the action had been 
brought against the two defendants for wrongful entry and wrongful 
conversion and detinue, and the plaintiff also claimed special damages for 
loss of profit on the three houses by stoppage of the works. The defend- 
ants pleaded the re deed, and alleged that the plaintiff made 
default in payment and failed to complete the houses to the defendants’ 
satisfaction. Another defence was that they entered at the plaintiffs’ 
request and by his consent, and that they paid the wages and allowed the 

laintiff £2 a week. There was also a counter-claim, by which the 
Sefendants claimed to have an account taken of all the mortgages on the 
principle of the m being consolidated. He had come to the con- 
clusion that the defendants did not wrongfully enter the premises, and 
he decided that point in favour of the defendants, and that there was no 
trespass. Having regard to the deed, the defendants had the right to 
do what they did, and on that point judgment would be for the defend- 
ants, That disposed of the claim; but there was a more serious matter 
—namely, the counter-claim. For many years the defendants had acted 
as solicitors and money-lenders to the plaintiff. The question was whether 
or not the defendants had the right to consolidate the mortgages. He 
had told the jury it was the duty of the defendants clearly au tinctly 
to inform the plaintiff of the effect of inserting the consolidation clause. 
The finding of the jury was that thedefendants did not sufficiently ex- 
plain, and on that finding he was of opinion that judgment must be 
against the defendants, and an account must be taken of the principal, 
interest, and costs on each mortgage separately. In the result it stood 
that the plaintiff failed on his statement of claim ; the defendants failed 
on the vital question of consolidation; both were substantially in the 
wrong; and each party must pay his own costs. — Times. 


REG. v. KIRBY—Leicester Assizes, 11th July. 


In this case Francis John Forsell Kirby, solicitor, of Leicester, Fags ve 
guilty to two indictments charging him with obtaining money by false 
pretences. In passing sentence, 

Hawkins, J., said: The case to which you have pleaded guilty, in a 
few words, stands thus: Within the last few years you opened a banking 
account with the Stamford, Spalding, and Boston Banking Co. You 
opened an account with them in 1885 with £200. Shortly after that you 
made application to be allowed to draw to the extent of £500, and that 
was subsequently increased to £750 without security. You required later 
on, about July or August last year, to be allowed a further overdraft of 
£600, which, added to the £750 which you had already been permitted to 
overdraw, would have amounted to £1,350. The bank very naturally, 
seeing the increased demands for these overdrafts, required that some 
security should be offered to them, and you proposed as security an 
equitable gee upon some property at Syston. [His lordship then 
detailed the method by which this supposed mortgage was brought 
about, and continued:—] You drew upon the faith of this deposit, 
and on the faith of the memorandum, three several sums, amount- 
ing to between £400 and £500, as alleged in the indictment, on 
the belief that the equitable mortgage you gave was a bond fide 
transaction. To a certain extent it was. The extent to which it 
was not I will point out in a minute ortwo. At the moment when you 
made this deposit you knew perfectly well you had no more right to deal 
with that piece of land than any stranger here in court. It is true that 
you had, when the mortgage from Bexton was executed to you, a good title 
to the land as mortgagee, but you knew also that which you fraudulently 
concealed from the bank—namely, that upon the 22nd of November, 
1879, the deed of to you being dated May, 1879, you hed con- 
veyed your interest in that pro to gentlemen named Mansfield, and 


you knew also that Messrs. M had m ed that property, on 
the 24th of November, 1879, to Mr. Samuel Forrest for sec @ eum of 
£1,200 and interest. Your title, therefore, was gone, and yon knew at the 








time you deposited the deeds with the bank that you were deceiving 
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them, and that any draft you made on that memorandum would be a 
cheat and fraud upon them, because you knew that before they allowed 
you to overdraw they required to be satisfied that you gave them genuine 
security. That is not all. That would have been a very bad and very wicked 
transaction if it had stood simply upon the facts which I have already re- 
counted. But you were a solicitor, a member of a very high and honour- 
able profession, in whom most deservedly great confidence is reposed. 
Shrewd, clever men of business, able to take care of themselves, and to 
conduct their own transactions, as you know, every day place such un- 
limited confidence in members of the profession of solicitors that they 
intrust them with their most Lge onl a erage and secrets with firm 
reliance—happily, generally well placed—that, as men of honour, they 
will preserve unbroken the confidence which is reposed in them. When 
that confidence is broken, and delibera broken, it becomes absolutely 
necessary that serious punishment should be meted out to the person who 
offends. He cannot be treated as an ordinary offender. A solicitor in 
vain can urge that he. was ignorant of the obligation cast upon him; in 
vain can he urge that he intended to make any misconduct or any 
unfair dealing with his client’s property. Every solicitor knows perfectly 
well that that cannot be an excuse in a court of justice. But 
having made these general observations, I now come to the 
facte, and point to them as regards yourself. Mr. Forrest, who was 
the mortgagee of this property, under the circumstances I have 
mentioned, intrusted bis title deeds to pave He believed you to be a 
man of honour and integrity. He handed over to you to keep for him not 
only those deeds which had shewn your title to the property, and which 
were necessary to establish his own, but also the two mortgage transac- 
tions, the conveyance of the property from yourself to the Mansfields, and 
from the Manefields to Forrest, and you knéw that, as a solicitor, you held 
them for him. I have already commented upon the fraud you have com- 
mitted upon the bankers, but what can be said of the fraud you have 
committed upon your client in tal from his title deeds the three deeds 
which you knew to belong to him, and handing them over to the bankers 
as if they were your own, and keeping back from the bank the transfer of 
your mortgage to Mansfield, and the mortgage from Mansfield to Mr. 
Forrest? The leerned counsel said that, in reference to the indictment 
for stealing the deeds, it was part of the same transaction. In the sense 
to which I have referred, it was part of the same transaction. But without 
looking at any mere technicalities of the law which, by any possibility, 
may be urged toshelter you from a criminal indictment or conviction on an 
indictment for larceny, in the common understanding of all honourable 
men your taking those deeds from your client’s chest, or from the place 
where they had been deposited to be mi for him, and using them for 
your own purposes in defrauding the bank, was a stealing of those deeds, 
and no man who looks at the transaction rightly could fail to say that. 
You took what you knew did not belong to you. You used it for your 
own purposes and to get a pecuniary advantage for yourself. A more 
gross breach of trust rarely comes under my notice. To my mind, if we 
are to look at it as part of the same transaction, it shews of what an 
aggravated character that transaction was to which you have P cop meta 
guilty. Under all the circumstances, therefore, I think it my painful duty 
to condemn you to be kept to penal servitude for five years. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
AnnvaL GenzeRAL MzetIna. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society took 
place on Friday, the 6th inst., at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
the president, Mr. H. Markby, presiding. There was a good attendance 
of the members. 

Mempers OF THE CouNcIL. 

The Presipent stated that the following members of the council went 
out of office and offered themselves for re-election :—Mr. Joseph Addison, 
Mr. John Hunter, Mr. F. P. Morrell, Mr. John Oooper, Mr. Edwin 
Freshfield, LL.D., Mr. Wm. Godden, Mr. H Markby, Mr. Charles 
Berkeley Margetts, Mr. Thos. Marshall, and Mr. James Warnes Howlett. 

Also that the following gentlemen offered themselves as candidates :— 
Yr. Henry Wing, Mr. ur Hepburn Hastie, and Mr. Robert Ellett. 

They were then nominated seriatim, Mr. E. Kuaper (London) giving 
the number of attendances at council and committee meetings of each 
retiring member of the council as his name was read out. 

Mr. Ex.err (Cirencester) said that he would retire from the contest in 
favour of Mr. Wing (Nottingham), who was the nominee of the North 
Midland Provincial Societies. On the next country vacancy he hoped to 
place his servicee at their disposal. 

A discussion ensued, and it was suggested that the number of country 
members on the council might advantageously be reduced. 

Mr. W. Mztmors Watrers (London) said that, though there was no 
actual rule upon the subject, practically the council had agreed to a cer- 
tain proportion being country members. They thought this ought to be 
continued, and they would not be deprived of one of the country members 
if they could help it, 

Mr. Mztvi1 Green (Worthing) trusted the number of country 
members of the council would be adhered to. Otherwise the London 
representation would become too powerful and the country members of 
the society would drop off considerably. 

Mr. Kruser trusted Mr. Ellett would not retire. He was a most 


The Presipent said that a ballot would be n , and he appointed 
Mr. J. B. Allen, Mr. F. E, Lake, Mr. Spencer Whitehead, Mr. Howell 
Thomas, and Mr. E. Collier to act as scrutineers. 

Mr. Green suggested that a list of the attendances of members of the 
council should be sent out with the balloting papers. 

Mr. F. R. Parker (London) said that such a course had never been pur- 
= before. He thought it would not be in order according to the bye- 

aws. 
The Presipent read the bye-law, which only provided that a list of 
attendances should be the hall. This been done. 

Mr. Green said that it ought at least to appear in the legal papers. 

The Presrpent replied that it had been published in the Soxrorrons’ 
Journat and the other legal papers. 

Mr. Watrenrs said that such a list would be very invidious. For instance 
there was a member of the council at Newcastle-on-Tyne, and he could 
not be expected to attend so constantly as Mr. Howlett, who came from 
Brighton. In his own case his attendances would appear to bo very few, 
but the reason was that he was hors de combat nine months last year. 

Mr. J. E. Fox (Registrar Oroydon County Court) was in favour of the 
suggestion. Of couree members would not expect members of the council 
living at a great distance to attend so frequently as those residing in 
town 


Mr. T. D. Botton, M.P. (London) asked if a resolution to this effect 
would be in order. 

The Prestpent: In my judgment it would be quite improper to include 
information of that kind with the circular accompanying the voting 
oe. I doubt very much whether it might not be held to invalidate the 
election. 

Mr. W. P. W. Purtimorz, D.O.L. (London), said that would not pre- 
vent it being posted in the hall. 

The Prestpent: The bye-law I have already read states what is to be 
done. If any members of the society think that bye-law should be varied 
or extended it is competent for them to move it, which seems to me the 
proper course. 

Mr. C. Forp (London): Do ay rule that it is contrary to the bye-laws 
that the voting paper should be sent out with attendances? 


oa 


The Prestpent: Yes. 
Mr. B. G. Lake was then elected president, and Mr. Grinham Keen 


vice- president for the ensuing year nem. con. ; and Mr. J. 8. oe, 
F.OA, Mr. R. W: Dibdin, oa Mr. W. Russel Cooke were re-elected 
auditors. 
Accounts or THE Socrery. 

The account of me + and payments for the year ending December 31 
1887, was laid before the meeting. The account shewed a total income o 
£24,768 17s. 5d., which had all been expended with the exception of 


£461 3s. 6d. 
The Prestpent moved that it be received, approved, and entered on the 


minutes. 
Mr. Purturmore objected to the motion, and put the following ques- 


tions, of which he had given notice :— 
1. How is it that, alth between the years 1884 and 1887 the income 
of the society has decre from £23,584 to £23,496, yet the following 


items have increased—viz., 


£ & 
Printiag, stationery, advertising, newspapers, &c. from 699 to 1,258 
Postages and sundries, including expenses at the 





general [provincial] meeting _... see se» 99, «588 4, 1,100 
Examination, lecture, and law class expenses ...  ,,3,864,, 4,799 
tration e: SCS... tie aie s83 “a - es »» 993 
oe and one ous bee oe) & = 9 ‘ = 
ouse expenses... veh oe bee ian ie oo 
Rates, taxes, &c. i te a ‘es coe bp yUS gy BGT 
Law and Parliamentary, &c., expenses 1 5, 2,339 


he sits 9p 
And the total general e iture of the society has increased upwards of 
£2,000—viz., from £20,206 to £22,292 ? 
Mr R. Penntncron (chairman of the Finance Oommittee) said the 
simplest course for him would be to read a short memorandum pre- 
pared by the society’s cashier, which he thought would give all the in- 
formation Mr. Phillimore required. If upon any matters of detail Mr. 
Phillimore wished for further information he (Mr. Pennington) thought 
it would be the desire of the meeting that he should come to the 
society’s office and see the books. The council were quite ready to give 
him every information upon any matter of detail. It was quite ‘tpeediols 
to go into the figures in a meeting of this kind. 
Mr. Pumtrwore said he had some time ago gone to Mr. Williamson 
for that purpose, and he was told he could see nothing beyond the usual 
printed form without special leave. 
Mr. PennincTon could undertake to say that Mr. Phillimore should 
see the books. Answering Mr. Phillimore’s question, he said that the 
comparison made by Mr. Phillimore was between the years 1884 and 
1887. There had been an increase between last year and this year in 
the number of articled clerks presen’ themselves for examination and 


— aan with 1884 ‘The increase in stationery, &c owing 
com : .» Was 
to the society having printed and Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Order and t of cases among the members. That, he imagined, the 
members would think a pecan = ame. The increase in 
ap ogg ge el ge ae by the expenditure in- 


ae by posting the above orders and and ly by the 
expenditure incurred for a luncheon (£327) to the mem who had 
the Freemasons’ Tavern in 


attended the annual provincial meeting at 
June last. It was increased by postage in the society’s business 





member, 


generally, the number of members having increased. Since he (Mr. 
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Pennington) had had the honour of ceemnten a member of the council | the opinion both of the Discipline Committee and Sn ential: abe it 


they had increased by nearly 2,000. The examination, lectures, &c., ex- 
penses were increased by the printing and stationery expenses being 
added to the items under this head instead of being set out separately as 
in the accounts of 1884. The furniture and fixtures expenses were in- 
creased owing to certain improvements in the library and to the pur- 
chase of ts for the same and for the halls, and he hoped members 
would consider that was a beneficial expenditure. The house expenses were 
increased by the gas bill being £70 more and the tailor’s bill £39 
more than in 1884. The increase of members adds to the house ex- 
penses—towels, washing, &c. The rates, taxes, &c., were heavier 
owing to an increased assessment and to the payment of the corporate 
property tax, which was a new tax, as the members were aware, and which, 
unfortunately, the society had to pay. The law and Parliamentary 
expenses were larger owing t> the increased number of applica- 
tions against solicitors and unqualified persons, and to the costs 
inc in reviewing and appealing against cases under the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act. Probably the information he had given would be 
sufficient for the meeting, and, as he had said before, Mr. Phillimore 
= have every information if he would go into the office and ask 
or it. 

Mr. Puriirmore was about to address the meeting when 

The Presipent said: Your question has been answered. 
raise a debate. 

Mr. Purmumore: I can discuss the expenses. 

The Presipent: I rule that you cannot, 

Mr. Purtimore then asked: ‘‘ Why the society has paid the Metro- 
politan Police Testimonial Fund £15 9s., but has received back from them 
only £5 93.?”’ 

The Presipent: It is a mere printer’s error, as would have been 
apparent to anyone who looked at the accounts. The society received 
back the sum they had paid—namely, £15 9s. 

Mr. Puriiimore was quite aware it was a printer’s error, but it was 
very gross carelessness on the part of the printer in an audited report. 
He then asked: ‘‘ Whether the society or its officers received any sub- 
scription in respect of the jubilee meeting last year, and, if so, why such 
items do not appear amongst the receipts? ’’ 

The Prestpent: The subscriptions were paid to the Entertainment 
Committee, they having opened a banking account of their own. After 
the entertainments were over the committee rendered to the subscribers 
to the fund an account of the receipts and payments. 

Mr. Forp said that for years he had been insisting that it was right and 
proper that articled clerks’ fees should be dealt with as a separate account, 
and now at the end of the report it was stated:—‘‘ The council have 
determined upon some alterations in the form of the accounts, the nature 
of which will appear when the accounts for the current year are laid 
before the society. The main feature of the alteration is that the receipts 
and payments on account of articled clerks will be shown’ separately.” 
The accounts of the club ought also to be set out, that members might 
know its financial position. 

Mr. Puitimore thought it was a very great pity the items which had 

en explained by Mr. Pennington were not set out and explained to the 
members at large. When the items of expenditure had been creeping up 
for several years it was the bounden duty of the council to point out to 
the members why these additional expenses had been incurred. It was 
extraordinary that although the number of articled clerks had diminished, 
the expenses in respect of them had increased, and he did not think Mr. 
Pennington’s explanation satisfactory with regard thereto. The gist of 
the account was that the income of the society had decreased, and they 
had been saved simply by an increase of members, due perhaps to the 
attractions of the jubilee festivities. The answers given by the members 
of the council never got into the reports. Then they ought to be told 
how much was spent in the education of articled clerks in the provinces. 
He thought the lecturers were paid at rather a high rate, and said there 
was an unwillingness on the part of the council to give information with 
regard to the accounts. He did not want to spend two or three days 
examining into the accounts. They ought to be circulated so that 
country members might see how the money went. He appealed to the 
council to set out these items in future. He would not, as he had in- 
tended, move that the account be not accepted, but he would leave it to 
the council till next year, and see whether things were mended. 

Mr. E. Kruner (London) thought the item £2,399 12s. 4d. for law and 
Parliamentary expenses deserved further explanation. Mr. Pennington 
had said it was made up substantially of two items, one striking solicitors 
off the roll, and one applying to court in such cases as Re Newbould. The 
attention of the members ought to be very closely directed to these points, 
With regard to Re Newboul4, it was of the utmost importance that they should 
get the decision of the House of Lords, but he objected to the employment 
of four counsel in the court below, and again in the Court of Appeal, when 
there was so little to be argued. It was extravagance indeed. Then, in 

to striking solicitors off the roll, there were two cases recently in 
which very trifling amounts were involved, and the judges had said these 
were not cases which ought to have been brought before them. 

The Presipent : With regard to the case of Re Newbould, the two counsel, 
Mr. Romer and Mr. Dauney, had been retained in the court below by the 
solicitor who was immediately interested when we undertook to take up 
the case. We had at that time received opinions from Sir Horace Davey 
and Mr. Wright upon several matters connected with the scale, and they 
had given great attention to it, and we thought that as we were going to 
intervene it would be convenient that we should have these two gentlemen 
retained. With regard to the other point, I do not think the facts are 
quite correctly stated by you, Mr. Kimber; but that is a matter which 


You cannot 


necessary to bring the case before the court. We cannot discuss that case 
here. I think the meeting will be inclined to trust to the judgment of the 
council in a matter of this kind. 
Mr. Green said these discussions always seemed to him to be of no 
ractical value. Mr. Kimber’s objections had been very well answered. 
e (Mr. Green) had proposed last year that Mr. Phillimore should be 
appointed an auditor. He could then refuse to sign the accounts or do 
what he thought necessary to bring the matters to which he had referred 
before the society. 
Mr. Fox thought Mr. Phillimore should gointo the accounts as Mr. 
Pennington had suggested, instead of bringing them before the general 
meeting. He would remind Mr. Kimber that although in the cases he 
had referred to very small sums were involved, yet the principle was the 
same, and if it was only sixpence which a solicitor had improperly dealt 
with, the council had a right to b it to the notice of the court. 

Mr. Macartuur (London) took objection to the way in which the 
accounts were made out. 

The accounts were then adopted. 


Annvat Report. 


The Presipent, in moving the adoption of the annual report of the 
council, said: I do not think it necessary to trouble you with many 
observations, but I may, perhaps, just say that the Bill introduced into 
Parliament for the extension of the society, and its functions and powers, 
was read a first time on the 2nd of the month, and stands for second 
reading on the 9th. With regard to the Rules of the Supreme Oourt, as stated 
in the report, ‘‘ The council have addressed a communication to the Bar 
Committee suggesting that a joint application should be made to Parlia- 
ment that representatives of both branches of the profession should be 
added to the Rule Comittee ; or, failing that, that some steps should be 
taken to secure a statutory right on the part of barristers and solicitors to 
be consulted before any rules are promulgated.” The matter is now under 
the consideration of the judges, and a committee of the society will meet 
the Bar Committee on avery early date, and subsequently the judges. 
With regard to the case mentioned in the report, ‘‘in which a distringas 
was placed on a current banking account by means of a notice issued in 
a summary way out of the Central Office of the Royal Courts, under 
order 46 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883,”” as there stated, the 
council addressed a communication to the Lord Chancellor to the effect 
that a distringas notice ought to have no more extended application than 
a restraining order, and that rule 3 of the said order 46 should be so 
altered as to bring it into accord with section 4 of the Act—as, for 
instance, subsituting the word ‘‘ dividends,’’ or the words “‘ dividends and 
interest,’’ for the word ‘‘moneys.’’ It was pointed out to his lordship 
that the distringas applies to a public company only, so that if it should 
be held to attach to a current banking account, the anomaly would be in- 
trodusedin practice that such an account, if kept at a joint-stock bank, could 
be affected by the process, whereas, if kept at a private bank, it could not 
be touched. The council will continue to give this matter attention. It 
appears now that the words ‘‘ moneys ’’ was inserted in error, and that no 
similar order will be made containing that word. The Land Transfer 
Bill is also referred to. That is still before a committee of the House of 
Lords, and it is not probable, I suppose, that the Bill will pass during the 
present session. With regard to the Liability of Trustees Bill, the 
amendments have been reported, and the Bill will be read a third time 
on the 10th of this month. The Land Charges, Registration, and Searches 
Bill has been reported by the Lords Committee, and will come before a 
committee of the whole House we hope very shortly. With regard to the 
Middlesex Registry, the appeal by the council upon the question whether 
a commissioner to administer oaths in London had or had not a right to 
administer the oath verifying a memorial, the registrar contending that 
the oath could only be administered at the office of the Middlesex 
Registry by one of the officials there, had been successful upon all points. 
I am sorry not to see Mr. Munton here to-day, because I should have 
liked to have said in his presence that the council and the profession 
generally owe him a debt of gratitude for the very great care, energy, 
and skill he has brought to bear upon this question, and which has led to 
a successful result. 

Mr. James Watrer (London) said there was a serious omission in the 
report. Not a word was said with reference to the represeutations made 
by the council to the inns of court with respect to reciprocity in transfer- 
ring from the solicitor branch of the profession to the bar. 

The Presipent: Action has been taken, but at the present moment we 
are not in a position to report upon it. It is a matter which requires 
great consideration and some care in dealing with it. 

Mr. Forp was sorry the council were so studiously careful not to say 
one solitary word about the club. He urged the necessity of the society 
supplying funds for legal education in the provinces. The council ought 
to have supplied the members with copies of the society’s Bill. 

The Prestpent: The Bill is not yet printed. It will be printed in the 
course of a day or two, and then every member of the society can obtain 
it. 

Mr. Parxsgr had given notice of the following question, but as it had 
been answered in the report, which stated that the catalogue would be 
printed in the course of next year, he did not put it :—‘‘ What progress 
has been made with the reprinting of the library catalogue, and is it ex- 
pected to be circulated among the members in about the twelve months’ 
time named in the last report?’’ He, however, asked the following ques- 
tion, of which he had given notice :—‘‘ Does the council still object, and, 
if so, on what grounds, to furnish the lecture hall as a students’ library, 
as recommended by the third suggestion in the memorial printed with the 





was very carefully considered, and there were reasons which, in 





last report ?”’ 
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The Paestpent: The council do not object. The matter has not been 
lost sight of. Consideration had been given to it, but it has been found 
that it would not be expedient to furnish the lecture hall as a students’ 
library at present, there being no convenient access from the library to 
the hall. e use of the hall under existing circumstances for that pur- 
pose would be extremely inconvenient, and would entail considerable 
expense. 

Mr. Parker asked: ‘Is there any nearer cone of acquiring se8- 
sion of the houses 100, 101, and 102, Chancery-lane, so as to enable the 
institution buildings to be enlarged in accordance with the plans in the 
secretary’s Office ?”’ 

The Prestpent: Of course one year has expired since the last meeting, 
and therefore we are one year nearer. The lease of No. 100 will expire 
1893, of No. 101 in 1896, and of No. 102 in 1893. The matter has received 
the very careful attention of the council, and if an opportunity occurs of 
acquiring any of these houses at a reasonable cost probably it will be 
done. 

Mr. Hastie (London) asked what the council had done with reference to 
the audience of solicitors before the tribunal to be created under the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Bill, and read an extract from a letter he had 
addressed to the council on the subject. 

The Prestpent: The clause referred to is already under consideration. 
It is a matter which will receive some opposition, and that is all I can tell 

ou. 

Mr. Forp asked whether the council did not think it, would be far 
better to take possession of the rooms occupied by the club for the 
students ? 

The Presrpent said he had not heard Mr. Ford, but the question was 
not repeated. 

Mr. Parker said the members were very much indebted to the Library 
Committee and the council for the very great improvements in the 
library, but the alterations had diminished the space. He therefore 
hoped an endeavour would be made to secure the adjoining houses. He 
was disappointed that more progress had not been made with the 
catalogue, but it was, of course, well to have it thoroughly done. He 
thought the students were cramped in the space now allotted to them in 
the library, aud the examination hall should be used temporarily for them 
until better and more permanent accommodation could be provided. 

Mr. Corrine (London) said he was glad to see from the report that 
the council were devoting their attention to the subject of the Rules of 
the “——— Court. He thought solicitors should have a greater voice 
than hitherto in the framing of the rules, and objected that, as things are, 
the time of the judges was very unnecessarily wasted in making the rules. 

Mr. Puttimors asked what was the date of the council’s report ? 

The Presripent : I decline to answer the question as being merely trivial 
and foolish. 

Mr. Putiirmore asked what was the amount of the grants made to the 
provincial lecturers ? 

Mr. Watrers asked whether it would not bea saving of time if Mr. 
Phillimore would occupy another chamber with the secretary and cashier 
instead of taking up the time of the meeting. 

Mr. Pumurmore said it was astonishing - the council attempted to 
burke questions. He then referred to that of the report dealing with 
the annual certificate duty as follows:—‘*The council have again con- 
sidered the Bill for the abolition of the annual certificate duty paid by 
solicitors, and adhere to their opinion that it is not expedient to support 
the measure.’’ He objected that the council gave no reasons, and was 
proceeding to quote from the report of the Incorporated Law Society of 
Scotland, when 

The Presrpenr said the council could not be held responsible for what 


Mr. Hastrz referred to the following clause in the report :—‘‘ With the 
view of increasing the eff of the Preliminary Examination, candi- 
— are not 4 examined in books Scent (eth ——— beforehand, 

ut are required to translate passages a' t the aid of a dictionary). 
Algebra up to simple equations, and the first four books of Euclid have 
been added, but candidates who take I these subjects may omit one 
language.’’ He asserted that any intelligent person could translate 
almost any with tne aid of a dictionary, and that the examina- 
tion was quite childish. 

The Presrpent: I think you are quite wrong. You will find on inquiry 
that the usual plan at examinations is to allow a dictionary. We made 
inquiries, and were confirmed in that view by the College of Preceptors 
"Mls. Hasris urged hat. in the Bill the council were promoting they 

’ z e council were 
ought to put an end to orders with the Preliminary Examina- 
tion, and to ane y examinations in lieu of the Preliminary. 

Mr. Fox thought the best thanks were due to the council for the report. 
He then read the followi ph:—‘‘The attention of the council 
was called toa case in wi a@ county court judge had decided that a 
bailiff was entitled to fees in of an abortive execution, to be 
recovered from the solicitor. The council, in the interests of the profes- 
sion, supported the solicitor in an appeal to the extent of paying out-of- 

ket expenses. The appeal has been heard, and the Divisional Court 

as decided that the plaintiff, and not his solicitor, is liable to pay the 
bailiff’s fees in respect of an abortive execution.”” He was sorry to find 
that the council had only gone to the extent of out-of-pocket expenses. 
He thought they might fairly, in the interests of the profession, have 
suppo him in his appeal throughout. He trusted the recommenda- 
tions of the council with regard to county courts would come into opera- 
tion next year. There was a great deal of encreachment on the rights of 
solicitors in connection with county courts. People were waylaid, and 
the judges often heard agents and others who ought not to be permitted 
to appear, and this was often with the cognizance of the registrar, who 
was paid according to the amount of business transacted. 

Mr. A. E. Fixca (London) thought the report most admirable and able. 
The council had made excellent arrangements for the education and 
examination of the members of the profession, and, with to the 
Preliminary Examination, people did not seem to un nature of 
the case. It might be screwed up so high as to render it an obstacle to 
those who were able to un it. That was a danger against which the 
universities were always on their guard. What would the public say if 
the society made the Preliminary Examination so difficult as to keep 
people out of the profession ? 

r. Macartuur inquired about the plans of enlarging the building 
when the additional property which had been referred to was acquired by 
the society. 

The Presipent: The plans have been here for years. 

Mr. Macarruur said some years ago a sum of money was paid to 
the representatives of a deceased architect, and the members were told 
the plans would not be acted upon. Were they to be acted upon now? 

The Presrpent: I am sure I cannot tell you. They are the only plans 
we have at present. 

Mr. Macartuvur asked where the money was to come from for enlarging 
the buildings? Was it to be borrowed on mo ? 

The Presipent: When the question arises it be considered. It is 
not before the council. 

Mr. Macartuvr hoped the council would endeavour to obtain an Act of 
Parliament which should require every solicitor to be a member of the 
society. 

Mr. Green said he could not agree with the following recommen- 
dation made to the Government with regard to county courts :—‘‘ In 





the Scotch Law Society did. He really ho Mr. Phillimore would not 
occupy the time of the meeting unn ily. 

Mr. Pumumore asserted that seven-eighths at least of the whole 
profession were in favour of the repeal of the duty. He could not under- | 
stand why the council threw cold water upon the efforts which were made , 
to get some moderation of the duty. He asserted that something more 
ought to be dune for the students in the library, because it was clear that 
the number of readers was diminishing, 

Mr. Kruser said that it did not ap that the council had done any- 
thing with regard to delays in the Chancery Division. The Lord Chan- | 
cellor had intimated that he had made representations to Parliament, and | 
the council might very well have recommended that some action should be 
taken by the Legislature in support of the Lord Chancellor's views. More 
chancery judges o— to be appointed. In Mr. Justice Kekewich’s 
Court the causes set down last November would not be heard until next 
November. He would like to know what had been done with regard to 
county courts. The Bill introduced into Parliament was a revolution in 
county court procedure, and would cut down the profits of the profession 
to a degree that would frustrate the administration of justice. He would 
also like to know what the council had done in the case of Re Turner, 
brought forward at the last general meeting. 

The Presrpznr: You will hear in due course. With regard to the 
common law side, as we state in the report, a joint report of the Bar 
Committee and of the council of this has been submitted to the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench. Since that has been done it has been | 
suggested that a joint committee of the Bar Committee and of this society 
should be formed for the purpose of considering what alterations may 

roperly be made with regard to the hearing of cases in the Chancery 
ivision. As to county courts, we have done our best to press amend- 
ments upon the Government, but I fear they will not allow them to come 
into the Bill this year. I think we have some reason to hope that, in 
— session, a Bill will be introduced in which some of them will have 





* otherwise order.”” He was pers 


order to enable the judge to deal satisfactorily with the _ and more 
important actions, all actions in which the debt, demand, or damage 
claimed or in dispute does not exceed £10 should be dealt with by the 
registrar, unless the judge, on the application of either party, shall 
uaded, as the registrar of a small court, 
that no more mischievous ae gees could be made than to leave to the 
registrar of a small court the power to decide small actions. It would 
infallibly have the effect of making people think that the fountain of 
justice is not pure, that the plaintiffs who are known to the registrar and 
who are his clients will get some favour before him. He was y 
certain it could never work unless registrars could be preclu from 
private practice, and to do that would be to make the registrars persons of 
no consideration instead of being, as they were, for the most part, persons 
well known and respected. He objected most strongly to the recommen- 


dation. 
The report was adopted, Mr. Macarthur being the only dissentient. 


Tue Apri, Genzrat Meztine. 


Mr. H. E. Garsste (London) moved, in accordance with notice :— 
‘* That the resolution at the adjourned general held on 
July 5, 1881, to the that meetings of the society should be held in 
January and April, be rescinded so far as relates to the meeting in 
April in each year.” He said the additional meetings which were 
now held largely encouraged the habit of talking. He had taken the 
trouble to look at the notices of motions and questions since the resolution 
referred to, and had found that rather more than half of them had been 
put down by two members of the society. It was not fair that the time 
of the other members should be taken u hago w ay thought one 
of the meetings might very discon , because these 
two pl enah must have exhausted themselves by this time. 

Mr. E. Newman (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Fixcu supported the motion, asserting that it would be « great 








614 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





July 14, 1888. 
= 











saving of the time of the profession if it were adopted. 
motions brought forward were trivial in the extreme. 

Mr. Puriimore objected to the motion. He said that at the Januar 
mi twenty-four members had given notice of motions, at the Ap 
meetings thirty-four, which conclusively proved that the April meeting 
must be the more important. 

Mr. 8. Day (London) said that if a meeting was wanted it could 
easily be called by the requisition of twenty members. 

Mr. Forp moved the following amendment, of which he had given 
notice :—‘*‘ That the resolution passed at the adjourned general —— 
held on July 5, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the society should be hel 
in January and April, is, in its operation, one of great advantage to the 
members of the society; but that in order to reap full advantage thereof, 
such meetings sught to be held at 7 p.m. instead of 2 p.m.’’ He said 
that at present the meetings were called at the most inconvenient hour in 
the day, whereas 7 o’clock in the evening would be an hour in every way 
convenient to the members. He trusted the council would think twice 
before they took a step which would be most unpopular with the members 
and which would be taken as evidence of a desire to shut out full dis- 
cussion on the part of the members. 

Mr. A. G. Drrron (London) seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Green thought Mr. Gribble had altogether mistaken the remedy— 
the remedy was to make the meetings important. He had been very much 
struck ever since he had been a member, some twenty-one years, with the 
fact that they were told by the members of the council that the important 
subjects which came before the council created divisions amongst them. 
But he did not recollect a single instance where a member of the council 
had come forward and said ‘‘I am ina minonty withthe counciland I want 
to know what the society think of it.” If the society did not have meet- 
ings they would not increase their power in the country. Since the society 
had had four meetings a year instead of one, their numbers, especially in 
the country, had gone on increasing. If they did not get before the public 
in the press they would find their numbers would not increase, or that 
they would have such influence with the public. 

Mr. Waurer moved the previous question. 

Mr. Fox seconded. If the April meeting were abolished the next meet- 
ing Would probably be too crowded with motions, &c, Surely once a 
quarter was not too often for the society to meet. 

Mr. Hastie thought 7 o’clock in the evening would be very inconven- 
ient to country members. 

Mr. Macarruvr said the subjects brought forward at the April meetings 
were of sufficient importance to warrant its continuance. He mentioned 
several of the subjects which he said deserved the full consideration and 
attention of every member of the society. 

The Prestpent was about to put the amendment, when 

Mr. Fox urged that the previous question ought to be put. 

The Prestpent: I rule that this is the right way. I shall put the 
amendment. 

The amendment was defeated by a large majority. 

The Presrpent then put the motion. 

Mr. Fox protested against the ruling of the President. 

The Presrpznt: I put the resolution and intend to adhere to it. 

The result of the voting was that 37 hands were held up in favour of the 
resolution, and 37 against it. 

Mr. Fox moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

Mr. Grexn: The previous question has been moved and seconded. How 
are you going to put it ? 

e Presipznt: I have the right to give the casting vote, and I give it 
in favour of matters remaining as they are. 


Some of the 


Avpvrence or Sorrcrrors. 

Mr. Drrron had given notice to move :—*‘ That it is in the interests of 
the public that solicitors should have audience in all courts, including the 
Court of Ap .”” As, however, the number of gentlemen present had 
much hed at the late hour at which it was reached, he said he 
would postpone it until the next general meeting. 


Re Turner. 


The Szcretary (Mr. E. W. Williamson) read the report of the council 
with regard to the case of Mr. W. Turner, solicitor, Newcastle-under- 
Lyme, and of Reg. v. His Honour Judge Jordan, in which it will be remem- 
bered Mr. Turner was committed to prison for contempt of court, The 
report “4 8 history of the case up to the appeal of Mr. Turner against 
the decision of the Divisional Court that the order made by the judge for 
committal was good, and on the merits clearly right. The council had 
thought it right to afford Mr. Turner some pecuniary assistance towards the 
expenses which he would incur in his appeul to the Lords Justices, and the 
report concluded as follows:—‘'The council considered the case was one 
in which they might properly help a member of the profession to vindi- 
cate his character by b ging his case properly before the court. The 
— was heard on the 23rd June instant. The Lords Justices who heard 
case declined to express any opinion on questions of taste or temper, 
or of discretion or indiscretion ; but, upon the ground that it was impos- 
sible to say from what had occurred that the judge of the county court 
might not infer a wilful insult, their lordships dismissed the appeal, with 
costs—one of their lordships observing that the case was of some import- 
ance, and that the incident which had produced it was regrettable, and 
might have been avoided M4 the exercise of a little tact and temper on 
sides. His lordship added that the powers given to county court 
— of punishing for contempt were very important, and should not be 
—— 


trarily or capriciously, but with temper and moderation.” 
asked what the -% 


sed todo? It was an exceed- 
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ingly hard case for Mr. Turner. © year 1888 the council had fully 








indemnified a solicitor under circumstances approved by the whole of the 
profession, and he thought they might indemnify Mr. Turner for his costs 
eA bed erie. He moved that Mr. Turner be indemnified from the funds 
of the society. 

Mr. Hastie seconded the motion. Mr. Turner should be indemnified to 
the extent of the costs he had had to pay the other side. 

The Prestpent asked Mr. Kimber not to press the motion at present. 

Mr. Kruser said he was quite content to leave the mattr in the hands 
of the council. He would therefore withdraw it. 


Tue Inns oF CHANCERY. 


Mr. Puriumore asked, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ (1) Whether the 
council took any steps in respect of the late attempted sale of Barnard’s- 
inn, or to P peor the interests of the profession therein? (2) Whether 
the council can inform the meeting if the principals and ancients of Bar- 
nard’s-inn, or any of them, are or have been members of the council of 
this society? (3) Whether the persons who were principals and ancients 
of Olement’s-inn and Staple-inn respectively at the time those inns were 
sold have ever been mem of the council of this society ?”’ 

The Presipent: To your first question I answer No. I will tell you 
why. When the attention of the council was specially drawn to the sale 
of Clement’s-inn in 1884, the council, after consulting Mr. Elton, con- 
sidered it would be sufficient to communicate his opinion, which was to 
the effect that the sale was a breach of trust, to the Attorney-General. 
We communicated that opinion to the Attorney-General for his informa- 
tion, and to the various inns of court. At the suggestion of the Attorney- 
General the opinion was sent to the Charity Commissioners, who sus- 
pended their opinion until they had an opportunity of considering the 
report of the Royal Commission appointed to inquire into the companies 
of the City of London, before which they understood evidence was given 
upon questions similar to those raised in regard to Clement’s-inn. The 
commissioners, having taken the matter into consideration, informed the 
council that the property in question was not subject to any charitable 
trust, and was not, therefore, within their jurisdiction. Therefore it was 
useless in the Barnard’s-inn case to take any steps. With re to the 
second question, we have no information on the subject, and the same 
answer applies to the third question. We do not know anything about it. 

Mr. Puritmore said he had put these questions because a gentleman 
here to-day, a member of the council, had been a principal of Barnard’s- 
inn, and he (Mr. Phillimore) saw from the Standard that that gentleman 
was still a trustee for the sale of Barnard’s-inn. He (Mr. Phillimore 
thought the council ought to take more urgent o— in regard to the 
inns than they had done. They ought not to be satisfied with calling the 
attention of the Charity Commissioners or the Attorney-General to the 
matter. He would move: ‘‘That, in the opinion of this meeting, the 
sales and attempted sales of the inns of chancery are probably illegal, and 
certainly cannot be justified morally ; and this meeting further requests 
the council to consider and report to this society what steps can be taken 
to protect the interests of the profession generally in the inns of court 
and chancery, should attempts be made in the future by the penne 
bodies thereof to sell any of those institutions for private profit.” The 
same doctrine which applied to the inns of chancery applied to the inns 
of court, and it was quite possible for the inns of court to constitute a 
tontine and deprive the profession of their property. The inns of chan- 
cery would be very useful to form the nucleus of a legal university, 
bringing together solicitors, and bringing about that esprit de corps which 
was so wanting in the solicitor branch of the profession. All that 
solicitors had was the ———— Law Society, which only benefited a 
very small number of students who subscribed to the library. The 
council should consider and report to the members what steps could be 
taken, and if the sales were legal. He had been told that a gentleman 
who had bought one of the inns of court could not get an absolute title 
guaranteed h If the sales were illegal, it was f a | justifiable for the 
council to tell the members. And if they were legal, they were a 
breach of moral law, and deserve the reprobation of every member of the 
profession. He trusted the names of the principals and ancients would 
not be kept from the members, so that they might see who were dividing 
the funds which, if not legally, were morally the property of the profes- 
sion at large. 

Mr. Corrrn seconded the motion. 

Mr. Hasrre said that within his knowledge the title to one of these inns 
had been accepted as an indefeasible title. 

Mr. B. J. L. Frere (London) said that — it was right, as he had 
been alluded to by Mr. Phillimore, to say that that gentleman had spoken 
without the least knowledge of the subject he had dealt with. He was 
entirely wrong in what he had said, and as for any moral ground, nothing 
of the kind could possibly exist. 

Mr. Puriimore asserted that the statements he had made were correct, 
with the exception of that which Mr. Hastie had corrected. 

Mr. Frere: No, they are not. 

On the motion being put, six votes were given in its favour, and sixteen 
against it. 

Suerirrs AND Unper-Suenirrs. 

Mr. F. K. Mvunton (London) had given notice to call attention to— 
‘‘(a) The paper read by him at the Hull meeting in 1882: ‘ Ought the 
Execution of Writs to be removed from the Office of Sheriff?’ ; (3) the 
resolution unanimously passed at such meeting recommending that ‘ the 
execution of final civil process should be removed from the office of 
sheriff’; and (c) the annual report of the society for 1883, whe it is 
stated that the council, after due consideration, were unable to adopt th 
recommendation.” And to ask: ‘‘(1) Whether the council are aware thal 
a Select Committee of the House of Lords has now reported in favour o 
the complete severance from the office of high sheriff of ‘all the duties 
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ected with legal proceedings now devolving on under-sheriffs,’ and 
(2) Whether it is intended to take any and what course in relation 
thereto.’ But he was not present when the matter was reached. 


CALENDAR.—REMUNERATION ORDER. 

Mr. Parker had given notice to move:—‘‘1. That the supplement to 
the calendar should be issued in two parts—(1) comprising matters of 
interest to the students, and (2) Acts of Parliament and matters of interest 
to the practising solicitor; 2. That the council be requested to issue the 
digest under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order annually.” He was not, 
however, present when the motion was reached. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. F. W. Brunt (London), 
was carried with acclamation, and the proceedings terminated. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors pre- 
sent were Messrs. H. Holland Burne (Bath), H. Morten Cotton, Samuel 
Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, Benjamin G. Lake, N. T. 
Lawrence, R. Pennington, Sidney Smith, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J, T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £475 was distributed in grants of relief, 
forty-three new members were admitted to the association, and other 


general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 21st of June, 
1888 :— 

Alsop, Vincent 
Anthony, William ed 


Grover, Harold Sheppard Mills 
Grundy, James Arthur 
Gunstone, Arthur Broomer 
Haigh, Arthur Henry, B.A. 
Hall, Alfred Greaves 

Hannay, George Pilling 

Hare, Harcourt Yates, B.A. 
Harries, Thomas Edward 
Harris, Ernest Cecil 


Barker, Valentine 

Barnett, Harold Thomas, B.A. 
Barrett, Sydney Lennard 
Baxter, Hedley 

Beckwith, Robert William 


Bellingham, Hugh Harrison, Edward 

Benham, Leonard Allen Hext, George Kendall, B.A. 
Pernstone, He Higgon, James 

Blagg, Ernest William Halcomb Hill, George March 


Hiller, Walpole 
Hind, Lewis Westbrook 
Hingstone, Reginald 
Holcombe, Francis Dyke 
Bolingbroke, Ernest Michael Holden, Henry Vincent 
Bowling, Franeis Heron Holmes, John Edward 
Bramall, Edward + Dalton Hull, Arthur Percival 
Brown, Frederick Robert Hutchings, John Alfred 
Bryant, William Hugh Owen ManselHyde, John Garmston, B.A. 
Buckland, Edward op B.A. Iggulden, William Thurburn 
Carpenter, Hedley James, B.A Ingham, William Constantine 
Casey, Charles Arthur Ingle, John Curzon, B.A. 
Chapman, Arthur Wright Iveson, Anthony Bannister 
Clark, Henry William Jones, John Evan 
Clark, Thomas Edward Joseph, Walter John 
Clarke, Charles Thomas Erlin Kingdon, Everard William, B.A. 
Clarke, John Kinsey, Frank 
Clutton, Francis Owen, LL.B. Knocker, John Cowper 
Collins, Henry John Kuhling, Henry Louis, B.A. 
Craston, William Herbert Lavie, Germain, B.A. 
Crookes, Walter Scott Leach, William Henry Felix 
Cruit, Peter Legat, Francis William 
Culross, William Lloyd, Edward Stanley 
Daltry, Bertram Harvey Reginald, Lloyd, Evelyn Charles 

B.A Ledeeeah 


A. illiam 
Davie, Herbert Ernest Lowe, Walter 
Day, Walter Hanks Mackarness, Arthur John Coleridge, 
Douglass, Walter John, B.A. BA. 
Downey, John Henry Marks, Arthur Wilmot 
Duncombe, Albert William Vander-Mason, William Edmonson 

_ _horst Mathias, Faulknor Edward Lloyd 
Eisdell, Joseph Carter Maughan, Henry Neville 
Evans, Ivor Stanley Mayall, John 
Eve, Herbert Frederick Maynard, Temple William 
Farrar, Robert James Meade-King, Herbert Edward, B.A. 
Fernley, John Hetherington Menneer, William Henry 
Few, Robert Ernald Merryweather, Ernest James 
Foulkes, Arthur Glyndwr, B.A. Meyrick, William Lloyd 
Gane, William Lawe Moore, Harwood Clap: 
Gilmour, Orman Horace Norton, Walter Percy 


Gostling, Charles Orrey, Joseph Harrison 
Foun Pain. ‘John Athill James, B.A. 


08 
Gould, 
Grey, George Duncan Palethorpe, Harry Hammersley 


Blagrave, Edward Hanmer 
Blake, Aubrey Ashton 
Blakeway, Charles 
Blewitt, Frank John 


Pemberton, Ernest 

Petre, John Joseph 
Phillips, Herbert Gwynne 
Piper, Frederick 

Plunkett, William Alfred 
Powles, Edward Paulet 
Pratt, Alfred Ernest 

Price, Herbert John Emlyn 
Radcliffe, Vincent 

Rainier, John London 
Ramsden, Arthur Hildebrand 
Rees, Arthur 

Rhodes, Arthur Elliot 
Rigg, John, B.A. 

Ripley, William Ernest, B.A. 
Ro , Richard 
Rowlands, Arthur John 
Rowlands, Rolla 

Rose, Frederick Septimus 
Rudge, Howard Nouaille 
Ryland, Frank Theodore 
Salter, Herbert Derby 
Saltwell, Arthur 

Saul, G e Frederi 
Savory, John 

Shaw, John William 
Shelley, Arthur 
Shepperson, Claude Allin 
Short, Frederick 


Smith, Joseph Brittain 
Smith, Thomas Molison 
Sparks, William 

Steadman, Henry Olive 


1888 :— 

Aldous, James William 
Appleton, Charles Frederick 
oe ge Sidney John, B.A. 
Arnould, Clement Edgar 
Aylen, Percy fionel 

Bacon, Henry 

Banham, Harold Francis John 
Barber, Harry 

Barber, Richard William 
Barclay, Joseph George 
Barker, Arthur Edward 

Bate, Charles John Copeland 
Batty, Joseph 

Bell, James 

Bielby, Horace Claude Victor 
Blake, Garson Henry Lovewell 
Blakelock, Christopher Albert 
Blount, Ernest William 
Bolland, William Thomas 


Briggs, John Morley 
Broadbridge, Wal Cryus 
ridge, ter 
Brockbank, William Edward 
Brown, Elisha Leigh 
Brown, Herbert Collander 
Bubb, Edward Wallace 
Budd, Frank 


Campbell, Frederick Henry 
Campbell, William Arthur 
Capron, Thomas Alfred 
Charles, Thomas 

Chavasse, Alban 

Clarke, Arthur Henderson 
Clarke, Charles Peard 
Clarke, William Alfred Blake 


Orav 





en, 
Crawford, ‘Gomge Frederic 


Silburn, Reginald James Singleton 


Trav 

Some Herbert Dickinson 
Underdown, Herbert William, B.A. 
Walton, Herbert 

Ward, William John 

Warner, Harry Ernest 


Whitfield, George, B.A. 
Wickham, John Herbert Townshend 
Williams, Matthew Edward 
Wilson, Charles Joseph Law 
Winder, Norman 

Weed, Sous a Broadbent 
Wood ) — George 
Woodhead, 

Woolsey, Charles Monsey 
Wootten, Thomas John, B.A. 
Wright, Charles Beaufoy 
Wright, John 

Wrigley, Walter Grundy 
Wynne, Richard, B.A. 


Stephenson, Thomas Walter Bernard 
Finat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 19th and 20th of Jane, 


Crawshaw, Victor Ben Orawshaw 
Cumming, Hugh William Henry 
Cummings, Arthur Temple 
Cunningham, William 


a Robert sw A. 
avis, —— 
Dawson, = Chatter 
ay, Char! 
Day, Herbert Williain 
De la Cha Victor Alfred Octave 
Xavier de Morton 


Denman, Thomas Hercy 
Dent, Ernest Freshfield, B.A. 


Dixon, Thomas Rochester 
Domville, Edwin Arthur Barry 
9 Edward 
Du e, Louis Charles 
Eaton, Arthur Frederic 
Entwistle, John 
Evans, Arthur Ponsford Cann 
Evans, Charles Denham 
Fiske, William Sanders 
Fletcher, Franklyn Haward 
Forrester, ~~ Oarl, B.A. 
Fort, Geo enry 
Fox, A Fitzgerald 
Freshfield, Edwin Hanson, M.A. 
Fullilove, Thomas William 
Gale, Francis yt 
Gates, Howard Francis 
Glover, Francis 
Goddard, William Wilkins 
Govett, Lional Arthur, B.A, 
Graham, Robert Hodgson 
Grazebrook, William Henry 
Green, John 
Gwyn, Charles Jackson, B.A. 
Hagger, Joseph Leyland 
Hagon, Charles Edmund 
Hall, Robert 
Hany a 

arco 
Harris, Charles mag m 
Harper, Ceorge Povey, M.A. 
Here ; George Eric 
Hexeicy, asoas ward 
Hellyar, William Albert Stanley 
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Herbert, William Hen 
Herschell, George Smit 
Hetherington, John Bowerbank 
Hibbert, uel Arthur 
Higeon, William Rigby 
Arthur Charles Edward 
Hill, Francis Furner 
Hirst, Francis Joseph, B.A., 
Hoare, Stanley Herbert 
Hobson, George Wentworth 
Holme, Bryan Lawson 
Holt, William Edward 
Hudson, Albert Edward Rcee 
Hudson, John Hudson 
Humpbry, Frank 
Hunton, John Henry Elstob 
Huekinson, Charles John 
Hussey, James 
Inglis, Andrew Glover 
Jackson, Herbert William 
Jay, Frederick Waters 


Randall, Alfred 

Richards, John Alexander, B.A. 
Richardson, Aubrey 

Riddell, George Aliurdice 
Rigby, William Edward 
Rigden, William Attwood 
Roberts, Charles Watkin 
Roberts, John Richard 
Robinson, Ernest Keene, B.A. 
Rockstro, Arthur 

Russell, Percy Willis 
Russon, Francis Joseph 

Sadd, Oswald 

Sacré, Walter John 

Sample, Harold Ward, B.A. 
Samuell, Arthur Edward 
Samuels, Samuel Ormes 
Sanders, William Alfred, B.A. 
Schweder, Albert Julius, B.A. 
Scott, Stanley Herbert 

Shaw, John William 


Jennings, William Edward Henry,Sheppard, Edward Garside 


M.A. 
Johnston, Charles Watkinson 
Jonas, Arthur Charlton 
Jones, Ben Vaughan 
Jones, John Roberts 
Kent, Frederic Edwin 
Knight, Jobn Hall 
Knowles, Edward Foster 
Knowles, James Bradley 
Knowles, Jonathan 
Langham, Frederick George, B.A. 
Large, Albert William 
Lawrence, Albert Ernest 
Lawson, Frederick Charles 
Laybourne, Per 
Layton, Frederick Ernest 
Lewis, Frederick Upton 
Lewis, Harry Reginald, B.A. 
Liddle, Mark Anthony 
Lidiard, Herbert 
Little, Ellis Duckworth 
Low, Victor Howard 
Loy, Thomas Nicholas 
Lunnon, Frederic John, M.A. 
Lyons-Pike, Charles William de 

acaskie, John Cochrane 
Mason, Richard 
Maughan, George 
Maynard, John Alfred 
Mayne, Arthur Heriot 
Maycon, Joseph 
Meal, Samuel 
Messent, Francis Edward 
Middlebrook, Edwin Herbert 
Miller, Frederick William 
Milliken, Ernest 
Milward, Victor Graham 
Moodie, He 
Moorhouse, John Chester 
Morris, Astley John Skilbeck 
Morris, Frank William 
Nesbitt, Charles 
Nicholls, George Fraser 
North, Dudley 
Ogle, Juhn Bertram, B.A. 
Orgill, William Lownes, B.A. 
Palmer, Hubert 
Parkin, Agar Hooper 
Says 

ey, Francis Hen 

eect Lionel ery’ 
Pease, Percy Duncan 
Pegge, Cecil Valentine 
Pe » William Ernest 
Perkins, Frank, B.A., LL.B. 
Perkins, Harry 
Peters, Sydney Conrad 
Phillips, Thomas Faulkner, B.A. 
Pogmore, Frederick William 
Pownall, Joseph Boothby 
Prall, Arthur Smeed 
Pratt, William Wortley 


Sheppard, Herbert Byard 
Sheriff, Herbert llenry 
Shires, James Edward 
Sidebotham, John James 
Simpson, Stephen, B.A. 
wlipper, Armine Hugh 
Smith, Charles John Bedford 
Smith, Charles Kenneth Macleod 
Smith, Charles Lawson, B.A., 
LL.B. 
Smith, Henry Curwen Biscoe 
Sprott, William Taggart 
Stainer, Sydney George 
Stansbury, Norman Néel 
Starkie, William Robert 
Stephens, Edwin 
Stevens, Frederick William 
Strong, Albert Ambrose 
Stuart, Robert Alexander, B.A. 
Sunter, John Hollings 
Sykes, Edmund George 
Sykes, Edwin 
Sykes, John Lewis 
Tatham, Charles Edmund, B. A. 
Taylor, Herbert 
Terry, Ha 
Thomas, Richard Jenkin 
Thompson, Frank, B.A. 
Thorp, Thomas Alder 
Trenam, George 
Troughton, William Henry 
Tudor, Owen Lechmere 
Tuppen, John Herbert 
Turner, Alfred 
Tweed, Edward Ernest 
Vidler, Percy Alexander 
Vigers, Stanley Newton 
Wagstaff, William 
Walker, Frederic Arthur 
Warburton, Eliot George 
Ward, William 
Webb, Frederic Bostock 
Webb, Leslie Chapman 
Webster, Lional Walter 
Weeks, Charles Herbert 
Wheeler, John Cornelius 
Whitcombe, Herbert 
Whitcombe, Philip William 
White, George Alfred 
White, Harold Jennings, B.A. 
Whytehead, Godfrey Yates 
Wilkinson, Benjamin 
Williams, David Thomas 
Williams, William Alfred 
Williamson, Edward 
Windybank, Henry Allen 
Wolferstan, Harold 
Wood, Henry 
Wood, Charles John 
Wright, Arthur, B.A., LL.M. 
Wykes, Sidney Robert 
Yates, Joseph Hollis 


Preston, Thomas Leighton Colbeck Yewdall, Charles Edward 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S LECTURES AND 
CLASSES. 


Mr. Clegg, who was one of the prizemen in the Common Law Lecturers’ 
aes, p- 546), has also won the copveyancing lecturers’ prize. He is 


Sheffield, 


Mr. J. O. Olegg, of the firm of Messrs. Olegg & Sons, of 








THE HARDWICKE SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society took place at the Grand 
Hotel on Tuesday, Mr. Leslie Probyn in the chair. Lord Coleridge, in 
responding to the toast of his health, and proposing ‘‘ Success to the 
Hardwicke Society,’’ said when he was made Chief Justice he received the 
announcement with surprise and astonishment, from which he had not 
ever yet recovered. He hoped that since he had become Chief Justice 
he had never forgotten that he was once at the bar, and the difficulties 
a martinet gndge laced upon the bar. In proposing the toast of the 
Hardwicke Society he felt that he knew little about the matter. When 
he first came to London the Vernon Society was dying out, and he did 
not know much about that society. He believed, however, that the 
origin of the Hardwicke Society was lost in the mists of antiquity, and 
that it began somewhere in the sixteenth century. He felt rather unequal 
to propose the toast of a debating society, for the reason that he had 
never attended one in his life except to take the chair. He had no doubt 
that to persons with a difficulty of articulation debating societies were of 
great value, but he was not sure that to persons who were really intending 
to pursue the bar as a serious matter the debating society was not rather a 
luxury, and, like aliqueur, to be takenin very small glasses. But, what- 
ever people might say, form and arrangement and luminous expression 
in a speech had just as much value as ever they had. They might depend 
upon it that there was a great deal mee to be done in the world by the 
cultivation of true eloquence. Fine thoughts, and a strong backbone of 
argument, when allied with the graces of speech, and even elocution, had 
material influence upon a judge, because unless a judge heard the case he 
could not follow it. If he could go over life again, there was one thing 
he would s y attend to, and that was the reading of great writers 
and the cultivation of a good style, because whenever one man had to in- 
fluence others the style and form of expession were of value. It must be 
left to the good sense of every man how much or how little to use the 
debating society ; and if he used it as the means of cultivating the art by 
which one mind could influence another, he (Lord Coleridge) believed the 
debating society would be of use, and would prosper with the world. 








THE COMPANIES BILL. 


Tue following report of a special committee of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Nociety has been adopted by the council, and has, we believe, 
been sent to all the members of the House of Lords, the Chambers of 
Commerce, and the provincial law societies, and to the Attorney and 
Solicitor-General :— 

The committee have had before them, and have carefully considered the 
provisions of, the Bill to amend the Companies Acts, introduced into the 
House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. 

The object sought to be attained by this legislation is evidently to put 
a stop, so far as possible, to abuses which have notoriously existed with 
reference to worthless companies, and with this object your committee 
fully sympathizes, but they are of opinion that for the most part the safe- 
guards suggested by this Bill would in practice prove illusory, while the 
restrictions sought to be imposed would interfere to an unnecessary extent 
with sound commercial enterprizes carried on by companies established 
under the Companies Acts. 

Your committee do not consider it within their province to deal with the 
general question whether applicants for shares in joint-stock companies 
are entitled to any special protection further than to point out that frauds 
are not confined to transactions in connection with companies, and that 
it is, under the existing law, open to all persons who make applications 
for shares to do so, subject to such conditions as to allotment or other- 
wise as they may think fit, and to observe that, at all events in their judg- 
ment, legislative protection for foolish persons who apply for shares in 
worthless undertakings shonld not be granted to the prejudice of those 
who are neither dishonest nor foolish, but desire to avail themselves of 
the provisions of the Companies Acts for the purpose of preserving and 
extending undertakings which they have created, and whicb, by their suc- 
cess, have become too large to be continued as ordinary private partner- 
ships. 

The Bill appears to have been framed on the assumption that companies 
which advertise prospectuses and invite subscriptions from the public for 
shares are the only companies to be considered, and the provisions of the 
Bill would be wholly restrictive of the numerous private undertakings 
which, in order to facilitate family or business arrangements, avail them- 
selves of the Companies Acts as the only available means of carrying out 
their objects without the complications and risks incident to a partnership 
under the existing law. 

The Bill also apparently ignores the frequent cases in which a company 
is formed and registered for the sole purpose of amalgamating two or 


-more companies, or for reconstruction with extended or altered powers. 


The provisions of this Bill appear therefore wholly inapplicable to the 
— and increasing number of companies which are formed to take over 
and carry on the business of private firms, and which are established simply 
because the businesses taken over ave too large and the separate interests in 
them too numerous to permit of their being carried on otherwise than 
through the machinery of a company, which provides an easy form of 
transfer of interests, and obviates the long and complicated testamentary 
provisions necessary in the case of the death of a partner in a business of 
magnitude. The committee feel that had the | gma of this Bill been 
in force it would have been impossible to establish and work any of the 
companies which have been formed for the purpose of taking over and 


working many of the most successful undertakings of the age. 
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The more important provisions of this Bill may be classed under the By sub-section (¢) it would be rendered necessary to state, not 
following Seating : . what the ——s. is, but ‘‘ how — to be a e 
pay 1 costs, 


gs 

1. Provisional registration of companies. 

2. Complete registration on prescribed conditions bei ng fulfilled. 

3. Regulations as to what is to be disclosed by a prospectus and for the 
filing of prospectuses. 

4. Restrictions on allotments, except under certain conditions. 

5. Regulations as to directors’ qualifyiag shares. 

6. Provisions as to forms of ance-sheets, and their publication. 

7. Reports by liquidators in ae proceedings. 

The proposal of provisional to be followed by complete rary isa 
retrograde step, and is a return to the scheme prescribed by the Act of 
1844, which was condemned in practice and has been repealed. 

Shortly stated, the provisions as to provisional registration are that the 
subscribers to the memorandum of association are to be and continue to be 
the directors of the company until complete registration ; that they are to 
be personally liable for all provisional contracts made by the company ; 
that all the moneys paid for shares in the company are to be paid to 
trustees nominated by them, and that, if complete registration is not 
obtained, the moneys paid to the trustees shall be repaid to the share- 
holders without deduction. 

In the case of a worthless company it is obvious that it will be perfectly 
easy for the dishonest professional promoter to retain everything in his 
own control by means of his own nominees (the subscribers to the memo- 
randum and articles of association), who, in their turn, will nominate the 
trustees. 

In every case, as the money subscribed cannot be applied in paying 
preliminary expenses, it will be necessary for a separate contract to be 
entered into to provide for these payments, and this will involve addi- 
tional and unnecessary costs, and will furnish an additional excuse for the 
promoter increasing the gains he is to make out of the company; for it 
will be the company in the end that will have to pay. 

In the case of bond fide companies, the necessity of having to obtain the 
signature of every director of the company to the memorandum of associa- 
tion will involve difficulty, and may prevent a company from obtaining 
the services of desirable men as directors, simply because they cannot, at 
the moment, sign the memorandum of association. 

The clauses requiring the provisional directors to be personally liable 
for contracts will also deter good men of business from es a post 
already onerous ; and it is really difficult to see what there is to be said 
in favour of these clauses, 

Clause 2 turns to a great extent upon what is to be done with reference 
to complete registration after provisional registration has been obtained, 
and if the clauses as to provisional registration are abandoned, much in 
clause 2 would fall to the ground. 

Sub-section 3 of clause 2 would, however, prevent the registration of 
any company in which there was not a subscription for shares—that is to 
say, no private partnership could ever be converted into a company under 
the Companies Acts, nor could any amalgamation be carried out or any 
company be reconstructed. 

In these cases the vendors to the company take the whole, or nearly the 
whole, of their interest in shares, and only in exceptional cases is there 
any cash subscription. The provision in 3 (d) that each director of the 
company must hold not less than ten shares would be no protection at all, 
for, in the case of companies in respect of which so much scandal has 
arisen, it would be found that the shares have been usually not more than 
£10, and in some cases £1 each. 

The provision in 3 (e) that the directors of the company must hold 20 
per cent. of the shares applied for, would render impossible the incorpora- 
tion of many of the most successful and best-conducted companies. 

Clause 11 of the Act, moreover, provides that the director is to pay up 
in cash to the company the full nominal value of his qualification shares. 
No provision appears to be inserted as to the basis upon which the direc. 
tors are to participate for dividend, as compared with the other share- 
holders whose shares may not be fully paid up. 

In the case of banks and other institutions, the credit of the compan 
depends to a considerable extent upon the amount of the uncalled yo . 
and it is difficult to imagine what additional security there would be in 
requiring the directors’ shares to be fully paid up, se that once having paid 
their money they may have no anxiety as to future losses, or as to the con- 
duct of the company’s business. 

Clause 6, which prevents a company from increasing its capital within a 
twelvemonth except under the sanction of the court, is no doubt intended 
to counteract frauds which might be perpetrated under a system of 
provisional registration, but it would work great hardship in practice ; take 
the case of two companics formed to take over two businesses of a similar 
nature, and that shortly after the incorporation of each company, it was 
found desirable for business reasons to amalgamate them. However 
desirable such an arrangement of this kind might be, the share- 
holders in the two companies could not carry it out without the expense 
and the publicity of an application to the court. 

Clause 7, which deals with the issue of a prospectus, is full of ambiguous 

hrases, and would be difficult if not impracticable to follow. What, for 
tance, is the meaning of the expression, ‘‘ Every person who is party to 
the issue of a prospectus’? In the case of a trading company, 
acquired as a going concern, a vendor (who of course would be treated as 
knowing every detail about every contract affecting the business sold to 
the company) would apparently be bound to state in the prospectus ‘‘ every 
particular concerning the property acquired by the company, material to 
be known to the persons invited to take shares.” To literally comply 
with this clause it would be necessary to publish in the prospectus every 


capansus of ent ioclions to the fncntpection of fe 
ses of an en’ e ion of the com 
paration of the contract for sale, the and issue ateow 
and all other expenses up to and in the first allotment of shares in 
the company,” to be bound to state in detail, inthe prospectus, how much 
he pays to the printer, how much to ne for advertisements, and 
how much of the consideration-money he ap for the many — 
expenees which are incident to and necessary in a matter of this ? 
nder sub-section (d) it will be incumbent to state ‘‘ every arrangement 
by which any person derives any benefit conditional on a ee of any 
moneys payable by the company.”” If a vendor has borrowed m 
repayable out of the money payable to him by a company, it 
would ap’ as if it would be necessary to set out in the prospectus full 
details of the loan arran ts. 

Sub-section 2 of clause 7 renders any person not only liable to civil proceed- 
ings for fraud, but makes him guilty of a misdemeanour, and enables an 
aggrieved person first to institute civil and in ite (and 
the person charged is debarred from refusing to answer), then to 
make the civil proceedings the basis of a criminal prosecution. There has 
been enough and to spare already of oy oan out of companies, 
but where it is to end if proceedings of kind are to take effect it is 
difficult to form a judgment. 

Clause 8 provides that a copy of every prospectus must, within twenty- 
four hours of its issue, be filed with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, 
signed by all the directors and the secretary. Asa prospectus is subject 
to alteration of more or less importance up to the moment of issue, this 
clause assumes that all the directors of the company are available within 
twenty-four hours, which is an assumption not 6 out by experience. 

Clause 9 provides that every prospectus may state the minimum number 
of shares to be allotted as a condition of allotment, and that if no mini- 
mum number is stated then the whole offered must have been applied for. 
There would ap to be no objection to provisions of this kind, although 
they would easily be evaded by dishonest promoters; but the Bil, as 
drawn, provides further that the applications for shares shall not be 
binding upon the applicants if there be a single share on which at the 
time of allotment one-fifth of its nominal amount is not paid up; in 
other words, this clause would render it necessary for'a company to, 
protect itself by requiring twenty per cent. on all shares to be on 
application: the usual amount being about five per cent on application, 
and from ten to twenty per cent. on allotment. 

Clause 13 provides that a balance-sheet shall be made out once a year in 
a form prescribed by the Board of Trade, and sent to all shareholders, and 
registered within a fixed time. This would not present any difficulty in 
the case of worthless companies, but in the case of trading companies it is 
well known that competitors in business often take a share or two for thesole 
purpose of learning what isgoingon. Why should a trading undertaking, 
merely because it happens to be carried on as a company, be compelled to 
disclose its business in this way? Surely men of business engaged in a 
legitimate un can be left to decide for themselves as to the pub- 
licity which should be given to the mode in which they carry on their 
business. This clause, if carried, would be prohibitive in the case of many 
of our most successful unde: carried on through com 
In businesses in which there is such competition it is of the utmost 
importance in the interests of the shareholders that the details of the 
business should not be published, and provisions of this kind would 
entirely put a stop to a very — of the best company business. 

Similar observations apply to clause 14. If every cape were bound 
to give in its balance-sheet, and to publish a list of its additions to capital 
account and the cost of such additions, the business of many companies 
might be seriously prej udiced. 

Moreover, how would it be possible in the case of a bank or other 
business, the capital of which consists of floating assets and stock-in-trade 
in which changes are made from day to day, to state in detail the cost of 
all items which may have been added to capital account since the issue of 
a preceding balance-sheet? In a large number of cases there is ro 
distinction between capital and revenue account, as is the case in railways 
and other similar undertakings. 

Clause 15 provides that when an order has been made for the vege | 
up of a company by the court or under su ion, the liquidator 
report withia one year of the date of the o' on the manner in which the 
company was formed, on the causes of the failure, whether in his opinion 
any fraud has been committed, and whether any further inquiries are 
desirable. From an abstract point of view, an inquiry of kind, if 
properly conducted, and if — whose conduct is questioned have 
an opportunity of being heard, would not appear to be objectionable 
except on the ground of the heavy additional cost which it would involve 
(and the costs of liquidations are already sufficiently onerous), but your 
committee think that it would be inexpedient and {mproper that an inquiry 
of this kind should be made, and a report put for by a liquidator, 
without the persons implicated having a chance of be heard and 
explaining their conduct. 

f it is beally desired to trace and expose fraud or misconduct in these 
cases, the matter should be publicly inqaired into before a proper tribunal, 
and all persons whose conduct may be questioned should have a right of 
being heard before any such report be made or published. 

Many of the members of your committee have had long and extensive 
experience in the working of the Companies Acts, and represent profesesion- 
ally companies which on some of the most important un 6 
in the country, and the: ire to express their unqualified opinion that 





detail concerning the business, and the section would be simply 
prohibitive. 





the Bill in question will fail to curry out its objects, and will so interfere 


) with legitimate enterprizes as to render it impossible in the future for 


yo dee 
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ms to establish and work companies to carry on businesses similar 

those carried on by a large proportion of the most successful and best 
conducted of existing companies. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Ratrx Sannvens, solicitor, died at Fxeter on the 30th ult., at the 
of eighty. Mr. Sanders was born in 1808. He served his articles 
ith his uncle, the late Mr. Ralph Barnes, of Exeter. He was admitted a 
solicitor about the year 1830, and he practised for several years at Exeter. 
He afterwards became a member of the well-known banking firm of 
Sanders & Co., to the business of which he had for many years devoted 
the whole of his time. Mr. Sanders was a magistrate for the city of 
Exeter, and he was for several years chairman of the Exeter Water Co., 
and a director of the West of England Insurance Co. He was buried at 
Stoke Canon, Devonshire, on the 4th inst. 


Mr. Wi11u1am Marstanp Moorgz, solicitor (of the firm of Ingram & 
Moore), of Leicester, died on the 28th ult. from pneumonia. Mr. Moore was 
the eldest son of the Rev. William Burton Moore, vicar of Evington, and was 
born in 1851. He was admitted a solicitor in 1875, and he had a considerable 
— at Leicester, being in partnership with Mr. Thomas Ingram, who 

clerk to the Billesdon Board of Guardians and superintendent-registrar 
for the Billesdon district, and with whom he was associated as joint- 
registrar of the Leicester County Court (Circuit No. 20), and as district 
registrar under the Judicature Acts. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


wt Bansamin Greznz Laxz, solicitor (of the firm of Lake, Beaumont, & 
e), of 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, vice-president of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, has been elected President of the society for the 
ensuing yeer. Mr. Lake was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is a 
director of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


Mr. Grinuam Kern, solicitor (of the firm of Keen, Rogers, & Co.), of 
24, Knightrider-street, has been elected Vice-President of the Incor- 
Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Keen was admitted a 
— in 1852. He is a director of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
on, 


Mr. Arazenon Jasper Lyon, solicitor, of Cambridge, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Magistrates for the Bottishaw Division of Cambridgeshire. 
Mr. Lyon was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Garcory Cuartes Pav, 0.1.E., Advocate-General of Bengal has 
been created a Knight Commander of the Order of the Indian Empire. 
Sir G. Paul is the eldest son of Mr. Peter Paul, of Calcutta, and was born 
in 1831. He was educated at Trinity College, Oambridge, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1855. He had for 
a few months acted as a puisne judge of the High Court at Calcutta, and 
he has been Advocate-General of Bengal since 1878. 


Sir Atsert Kaye Rotx11, solicitor, LL.D., M.P., of 12, Mark-lane, and 
of Hull, has been appointed a Deputy-Lieutenant for the West Riding of 
Yorkshire. Sir A Rollit is the son of Mr. John Rollit, solicitor, of Hull, 

d was born in 1842. He was educated at King’s College, London, and 

e graduated at the University of London, B.A. in 1863, and LL.D. in 1886. 
He was admitted a solicitor fin 1863. He was a eheriff of Hull in 
1875, and mayor in 1883 and 1884, and he received the honour of knight- 
hood in 1885. Sir A. Rollit was formerly registrar of the Hull County 
Oourt, and he was elected M.P. for the Southern Division of the borough 
of Islington in the Conservative interest in July, 1886. 


Mr. Joun Trovtseck, solicitor (of the firm of Troutbeck & Barnes), of 
6, Westminster Chambers, Victoria-street, has been elected Coroner for 
the City and Liberties of Westminster, on the resignation of Mr. Charles 
St. Clare Bedford. Mr. Troutbeck is the son of the Rev. John Troutbeck, 
D.D., Minor Canon of Westminster Abbey. He is a B.C.L. of Queen's 

xford, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1884. He has acted 
for about two years as deputy-coroner for Westminster. 


Mz, Wii114m Jussz Freer, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Blunt, 
Rowlatt, & Winterton), of Leicester, has been appointed by Earl Howe, 
Lord-Lieutenant of Leicestershire, Clerk of the Peace for that county, in 
succession to the late Mr. William Napier Reeve. Mr. Freer has been for 
several years deputy-clerk of the peace, and he is also clerk to the 
bg justices of the county prison. He was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Joun Roxzerts Jonzs, solicitor, of Bala, has been appointed Olerk 
to the county magistrates at that place, in succession to Mr. William 
Williams, resigned. Mr. Jones is clerk to the Bala Local Board, and to the 
Bala. Board of Guardians and Assessment Committee. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Matam Baroruers, solicitor, of Blackburn, has been appointed 
De od bag = of that borough. Mr. Brothers was admitted a 


Mr. Tuomas Ristzy Hearn, solicitor, of Buckingham, has been 
appointed Deputy Town Clerk of that borough. Mr. Hearn was admitted 
a solicitor in 1881. He is registrar of the Buckingham County Court 
— with his uncle, Mr. Thomas Hearn, who is also town clerk of 

uckingham 








Mr. Jamus Roperr Siapz, solicitor, of 57, Ludgate-hill, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Falmer. 

Dr. Taomas Hurcumson Tristram, Q.0., who has been appointed 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Wakefield, is the second son of the Rev. 
Henry Baker Tristram, vicar of Egglingham, Northumberland, and was 
born in 1825. He is a D.O.L. of Lincoln College, Oxford, and he was 
admitted a member of the College of Advocate in Doctors’-commons in 
1855. He was formerly a reporter for the Weekiy Rerorrer, and he was 
author (jointly with the late Dr. Swabey) of four volumes of ‘‘ Probate 
and Divorce Reports.’’ Dr. Tristram became a Queen’s Counsel in 1881. 
He is also chancellor of the dioceses of London, Hereford, and Ripon, and 
commissary of the diocese of Canterbury. 

Mr. Tuomas Amurosz Negixuam, solicitor, of 117, Warwick-street, 
Eccleston-equare, Pimlico, London, 8.W., has been appointed a Com- 
mission to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in Eng- 
land. He was admitted in May, 1882. 


Mr. Hapen Oorszr, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of the 
Borough of Wenlock, in succession to Mr. Alfred Chichele Plowden, who 
has been appointed a stipendiary magistrate for the metropolis. Mr. 
Corser is the only son of Mr. Charles Corser, solicitor, of Wolverhamp- 
ton, and was born in 1845. He was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, 
where he graduated third class in Law and Modern History in 1869, and he 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1870. He 
practises on the Oxford Circuit, and at the Staffordshire, Wolverhampton, 
and Lichfield Sessions. 

Mr. Henry Cave Way, solicitor, of Landport, Portsmouth, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of 
Judicature. Mr. Way was admitted in 1871. 

Mr. Henry Ernest Barnzs, solicitor (of the firm of Troutbeck & Barnes), 
of 5, Westminster-chambers, Victoria-street, has been appointed Depuiy- 
Coroner for the City and Liberties of Westminster. Mr. Barnes was 
admitted a solicitor in 1887, 

Mr. Watrer Maw, solicitor, of Oldham, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissoLvurions. 

Auzert Iveson and Henry Lovis OtpMan, solicitors (Oldman & Iveson), 
of Gainsborough. June 27. The said Albert Iveson will continue to 
carry on the said business under the style or firm of Oldman & Iveson. 

Henry Kiwper, Wiiuram Wattwortn Exuiorr, and Henry Dixon 
Kiser, solicitors (Kimber, Elliott, & Co.), 79, Lombard-street, London, 
E.C. June 30. As to the said William Wallworth Elliott. The business 
will be carried on at the above address as heretofore by Mr. Henry Kimber, 
M.P., and Mr. Henry Dixon Kimber. 

WituiaM W11k1n Lums and Tuomas Howsov, solicitors (Lumb & Howson), 
Whitehaven. June 30. [Gazette, July 6. 

Joun Bennie Bucxsy and Joun Tuorre Perry, solicitors (Buckby & 
Perry), Nottingham. July 7. 

Ricuarp Smira Mason and Franx Taytor, solicitors, Sandwich. 
May 26. 

band Rozert Rowsortom and Cuaries Avcustus Cronsuaw, solicitors 
(Rowbottom & Cronshaw), Wigan. July 7. | Gazette, July 10. 





GENERAL. 


The report of the committee on the accommodation provided for 
prisoners in the police courts of the metropolis and throughout England 
and Wales, states in reference to the cells at the metropolitan and city 
police courts, that the present accommodation is extremely defective in 
almost every respect; that it is unworthy of a civilized country and 
especially discreditable to the metropolis of this country, and that a large 
measure of improvement is immediately and urgently called for. At 
Liverpool and Manchester the county accommodation is bad. The two 
places, however, distinguished by the greatest disregard of humanity and 
decency are the petty sessional courts at Hull and Manchester city. 


A return shewing the number of receiving orders in the High Court, 
and in the several county courts having bankruptcy jurisdiction in 
England and Wales, gazetted in the quarters ending respectively the 30th 
of June, 1886, 1887, and 1888, and in the six months ending respectively 
the 30th of June, 1886, 1887, and 1888, was published in Friday’s Gazette. 
The numbers were :—Quarter ending June 30, 1888, 1,206 ; quarter ending 
June 30, 1887, 1,167; quarter ending June 30, 1886, 1,187; half-year 
ending June 30, 1888, 2,495; half-year ending June 30, 1887, 2,411; 
half-year ending June 30, 1886, 2,423. In the High Court the num- 
bers were:—For quarter ending June 30, 1888, 227; June 30, 1887, 
214; June 30, 1886, 227; half-year ending June 30, 1888, 433; June 
30, 1887, 450; June 30, 1886, 446. 


In the House of Commons on the 5th inst., Mr. Buxton asked the 
Secretary to the ury what was the average amount paid to the 
Attorney-General and to the Solicitor-General for contentious business 
over and above their official salaries in the years 1886 and 1887; and in 
how many instances during thé year 1887 were the opinions of the 
Attorney and Solicitor-General obtained in the case of non-contentious 
business. Mr. Jackson said :—This question only appeared on the paper 
this morning, but I can inform the hon. member that the appro jon 
accounts shew that the payments to the Attorney-General in ,addition to 
his salary were in 1885-6, £3,227, and in 1886-7, £5,109; to the Solicitor- 
General, £2,061 and £2,853. Time has not allowed me to obtain any in- 
formation on the second part of the question. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 














APPEAL + ed AppEAL Court Mr. Justice . Justice 
Dene. No. 1 No. 2. Kay. MUgrrry. 

- 16 Mr, Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal Mr. Pugh 
fon TY 17 Beal Jackson Leach Lavie 
Wednesday 18 Godfrey Carrington Beal Pugh 
Thursday .. 19 Rolt Jackson Leach Lavie 
Friday ...... 20 Ward Carrington Beal Pugh 
Saturday... 21 Pemberton Jackson Leach Lavie 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NoRTH. KEKEWICH. 
wonky, July 16 Mr.Pemberton Mr, Clowes Mr. Rolt 
lsageeseosne 17 Ward Koe 
Wednesday a Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
seenoneesaen ovens 20 Ward Koe Godfrey 
BTIGRY 00000000 200000 20 Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
Sat | re 21 Ward Koe Godfrey 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDay, 
JOINT STOCK GOMPANT. es 
on AY Sa ay og Sl 
ANGLO-MoNnTANA MINING Co. D.—Petn ding up, presented June 
10, directed to be heard betdre Chitty, J.,on Saturday, uly 14. Me mid & 


Teather, Newman’s ct, , solors for 
Dry Docks CORPORATION OF LoypDon, hy an order made by Kay, J., 
dated June 25, it was ordered that the voluntary Yinding up of the company be 
continued. —S & Co., Old Jewry, solors for petner 
Henny K. Terry & Co., LDMITED. —By an order made by Ka dated June 16, 
ss ws eoaesee that a company be wound up. Graham, = lane, solor 
or petner 
MONTSERRAT AND ANTILLES PropucE Co., Limirgp.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented June 29, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, uly 14, 
Rawlinson, New Broad st, solor for petners 
MurvAL AGENCY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before Friday, July 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ms, 
to Morris Ellis Pemberton, Walwyn Houses R Richmond rd, South Kensington. 
shumadeg, Aug 2 at 12, isappointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and o! 
Ngw CHILE GoLD MInrnG Co., Lru1TED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated 
June 25, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Kearsey & Co., Old 
Jewry, solors for petner 
RAILWAY AND DOMESTIC ELECTRIC LIGHTING Co.. LimITED.—Petn for winding up, 
bedames July 5, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on July 14. Taylor & Co. vo 
t+ James st, solors for petner 
WESTMORELAND GREEN AND BLUE SLATE Co., LimiTep.—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 2, directed to be peord betore eae J., on July 14, Seal, Ser- 
jeants’ inn, Fleet st, agent for Wade adtord, solors for petners 
FRIENDLY NOCLEDI ES” DISS LVED. 
ADsTOCK MALE FRIENDLY Society, Schoolro.m, Adstoc Bucks. July 3 
SainT Mary’s FRIENDLY Society, King’s Arms Inn, Wednesbury, Stafford. 


July 3 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Datsky GREEN AND BELLTHORN GUILD FRIENDLY Society, National School, 
Daisey Green, Blackburn, Lancaster. July 3 
WESLEYAN FRIENDLY SICK AND BURIAL Socrary, ee Methodist School- 
room, Longholme, Rawtenstall, Lancaster. my 


London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, « 
JOINT STOCK COMPAN 
LIMITED = Oe. 
CELLERIERS SYNDICATE, LiMiTED. aiken. -» has fixed Wednesday, July 18 at 12, 
at his chambers, for the appointment oe an official liquidator 
JOHN Duce & Sons, Lim1TeED.—Petn for wees up, up, presented J uly 9, directed 
to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 21, Maples & Frederick's place, Old 
Jewry, ped. for Marlow & Oo., bay 2 sae for petn 
PATENTS, DESIGNS, a= TRADE Marks D > Amano N, LIMITED.— 
order made b: ee ye , dated June 16, 4% was ordered that the — a | 
wound up. vereux ct, Temple. solor for er 
Sur sex Mrarany T ah COLLEGE Co. be — tors are required, on 
or before Aug 20, to send their names and addresses. and the cul _< 
their debts or claims, to Ernest Cooper, 14, oa e st, Mansion House. 
Ry, Oct 25 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts ond 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
“=> Hive £10 Buriat Society, Bee Hive Inn, Dover st, Canterbury, Kent. 


Sean a, 4 FOR = Monruss. Soc 
ENTRAL M EAT, POULTRY, AND ENEFIT IETY. 
Fox and Knott Schools, 42, IE Ri st, YiSinithtila. Taleb ly ' 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDA uly 6. 
CHISNALL, ALFRED, Brantham Mills, Suffolk, July 3i. Bawtree vy Chis- 
nall, "Chitty, J. Grimwade 
FINNIZORE, THOMAS, Morlaix, 





BULMER, JOHN, Pallion, Durham, out of business. July 9%. Mawson, Durham 
CARMICHAEL-SMYTH, ROBERT, Frome, Esq. Aug 31. Hicks & Son, Gray's inn 
CHA viEn, Rev CHARLEs Fox, Bletchingley, Surrey. Augis. Rivington & Son, 
Oomnx, Sane, Bristol, General Dealer. Augi. Beckingham & Co, Bristol 
Dr StTeRn, Baron HERMAN, Hyde pk gate, Merchant. Aug 2. Hollams & Co, 
3 iF, Deaes Sturminster Marshall, Dorset, Builder. July 2. Tanner, 
Haxsou. EDWAnD, “Ashton under Lyne, Coal Merchant. July 21. Clayton & 
HARRIES, TyoMmas, mae, Felgen, lamorgan, Farmer. Aug 11. Stricks & Belling- 
a gusset NEY THOMAS, Bomorn hill, Musical Instrument Maker, Aug 7. 


Letts Bro’ Bartlett’ 
Jay, W1LL1aM Jay, Regent st, Warehouseman. Aug 3!. Taplor & Co, Gt James st 


J eons, Davee THomas, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Herbalist. Aug 10. Jones} & Jones, 
‘ortmadoc 
Levene, ALEXANDER, Eccles, nr Manchester. Aug 18, Parker & Co, Man- 
ianeqy, ee OweEN Epaar, Richmond, Major-General. Aug 7. Taylor, 
ncoln’s fields 
LUNGLEY, Arszanpen Ln mk Hills pl, Oxford st, Gent. Aug li. Saxelby 
& Faulkner, semanas 
MacKeEvoy, SaRAu, P d rd, Notting hill, Aug?2. Meynell, Furnival st 
Pirts. rae Henry, Whitby, York, Innkeeper. July 25. Buchanan &Sons 
PYKE, Maaxus JOSEPH, eben, Solicitor, Aug 17. Lowless & Co, Mar- 
tin’ lane, Cannon 
Rosrxsox, Gases, Bast , am nr Seamer, York. July 81. Woodall and Bed- 
well, Scarboro 
SECRETAN, paeres WARD, Reigate, Underwriter. Aug 7. Hanbury & Co, 
ew broad 8 
SHIPTON, ELLEN PATIENCE, Birmingham. Aug5. Russell, Lichfield 
Taxaga, Me ner ROBERT FREDERICK, Woking. Aug 5. Baker & Co, Lincoln’s 
TEwant, Ebwasp, York place, Portman sq, Esq. Septi. Andrew & Oo, Great 
ames st, A. 
Urzos, ee, See — hill, Upper Norwood, Gent. Sept 90. Upton, Old 
erjeants’ cery 
WARDELL, JANE, Elloughtom York. July 14, Usher, Market Weighton, Yorks 
WERE, Mary, St Lecuegs. ee Aug o0, Were & Peatchcoott, Plymouth; or 
Barnard ‘0, Linco! 
H. , North Lew, Devon. Aug4. Devonshires, 


to 

Wort dea Gade 
erick’s pl, e 

1 PARKER, Lee, Kent, a Colonel. Aug 7. Dewy, Mark lane 


Wricut, THomMAs 








WARNING TO og wey fe HovusE ary arrangement a —Before ing 
or renting a neues be 5 an 
= ert from Th tion Co. tion Co. ib, Yictorinsk hag 

ster (Estab. ta), wo aio sae ces, €0.—( Ap »] 


STAMMERERS AND shoal read ail book by Me ©. Puanar, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. ram apa stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured bya Ri}, entirely his own.—[ ApDvrT.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, July 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bancgay, Bs Bowan, Ipswich, out of business Bury St Edmunds Pet July 
BREABLY, Wise, Halifax, Machine Maker Halifax PetJuly8 Ord July 3 
Barrrow, R. Ch pa rd, Morning lane, Hackney, Carman High Oourt Pet 
une 


3 

BUCKLE, BENJAMIN, Leeds, Moulder Leeds Pet July4 Ord July 4 
CATTLE, W1LL1AM, York, General Dealer York PetJuly3 Ord July 3 
Cm, .-=7y bg =F Holyhead, Anglesey, Commercial Traveller Bangor 

e' uly 3 
Cook, Avoustts Eastbourne, Dental Surgeon Eastbourne and Lewis Pet July 
2 
Danang, . ys bia fiont rd, Mineral Water Manufacturer High Oourt Pet 


Ord July 
paren ~~ ie. J po Af Wendell rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Coal Merchant High 
Court Pet June 30 Cos July 8 

Dawa, Many Sane JANE. Saya apron pa, Warwickshire, Dealer in Wools Warwick 
e' 2 Ord 

- xus0x, Cra 14 au am th Pagan, Sepenaes ‘VES _ 
et June 

Hakgzis, Dunley, 7. Worcestershire, Auctioneer Kidderminster 


OT 'HOMAS 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
AN, H MANWARING, Maigenhead, Gent Windsor Pet June 18 Ord 


Epwinns, Jomy, Heathfield, Sussex, Higgler Eastbourne and Lewes Pet July 


2 
¥uxrox, WitLUM, Walton, Suffolk, Boot Maker Ipswich Pet July 4 Ord 


lease cea maamemneaaged High Court Pet July 8 
room, Frank Henry, Luton, Dairyman Luton Pet July3 Ord July 3 


- July 20. Harris v Chapple, Chitty, | GLEDHILL, W1tL14M Henry, Halifax, Temperance Hotel Keeper Halifax Pet 


sidhecitnandal apple, Gueon st, Cheapeide ¥, July 10. am ., .. Derby. Baker Derby Pet July3 Ord July 3 
—' A ; LOVER, DAVID, > r' 
Conve, Bowsap. Southtest, Kens Aug 16. Bnelling v Snelling, Stirling, J. Gounencen, Eowanp, Argyll pl, Regent st, Wine Merchant High Court Pet 
Pet July4 Ord 
UNDER 22 23 VICT. CAP. 35. GRANT, 4 > Provision Merchant Liverpool uly 
Pe Day oF no Casey, Sao "4 rine ty Kentish Town, Licensed Victualler High 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, une Ord 
: y PH, Northampton, Furniture Dealer Northampton PetJuly3 Ord 


ArMITAGE, CHARLES HENRY, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. Aug7. Dunning & Lape, Suara, 
HopGEs, BENJAMIN GIBBON, Milford, Pembrokeshire, Draper Pembroke Dock 
Pet July 3 Ord July 3 


INGRAM, JAMES, 


Co, Leeds 
Bonsor, THOMAS Cray, Nottingham, Grocer. Aug 4. Towle & Co, Nottingham 
Boortu, Gzorcz, Leeds, Milk Dealer. Aug7. Lumb & Bailey, Leeds 


Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet July4 Ord July 4 





Bovey, Watlax ALBERT, Pinvin, Worcester, Innkeeper. Aug 14. Hudson, JEnEINs. Gnomes, Tipton, out of business Wolverhampton Pet July 2 Or 
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Jonzs, Joun, Edgware rd, Hosier High Court PetJuly3 Ord July 8 
JONES, J' omy HERBERT, Rhayader, Radnorshire, Draper Newtown Pet July 2 


Ord 2 
Joy, WILLIAM, Clacton, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Kuer, Joun, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Sheffield Pet July 2 
ul 


. Aner, Manchester, Fent Dealer Manchester Pet June 5 Ord 


July 4 
Law, SANUEL, Batley, Yorks, Butcher Dewsbury Pet July3 Ord July 8 


Murcgtze, ET Bradford, Yorks, Commercial Traveller Bradford Pet 
uly3 O u 
MrcuELt, Joux, Ea East. Stonehouse, Devon, Draper East Stonehouse Pet June 


23 
on, = oe z Laer, Northampton, Leather Merchant Northampton Pet 


0 
Morris, Tscmann, Livdrod Liansilin, Denbighshire, Farmer Wrexham Pet 


J 2% Ord J 
Nicwo1is, SETH, a Somersetshire, Farm Labourer Frome Pet July 2 


Ord July 2 

N onnis, Tuomas, Portsea, Refreshment house Keeper Portsmouth Pet June 29 
Ord June 29 

PHILLIPS, MARGARET, Liverpool, Jeweller Liverpool Pet July's Ord July 3 


Pryer, WILLIAM WELBY, Manor park, Essex, Schoolmaster High Court Pet 
July 4 Ord July 4 
THomas, HENRY, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor PetJuly4 Ord July 4 


uae Wut11aM, Acton, nr Stafford, Farmer Stafford PetJuly2 Ord 
Topp, ,JORX, _ orfolk rd, Essex rd, Islington, Bag Maker High Court Pet July 


WIL0ox, JAMES, Txton, Cowkeeper Windsor PetJuly2 OrdJuly2 
WI1cox, Joun, the ay Downhead, Somersetshire, Mason Frome Pet 
June 30 Ord J 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATWELL, HENRY GEORGE, High st, Kingsland, Draper July 13ati11 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
BarcuaM, EDWARD, Ipswich, out of business July 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, Ipswich 


BLAND, ANNIE, York, Bootmaker July 16 at11 Off Rec, York 

CATTLE, WILLIAM, York, General Dealer July 16at1 Off Rec, York 

DgupH, Josuvua, Norwich, Printer July 14 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
E.u1s, ADAM, Dewsbury, Yorks, Cattle Dealer July 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, Bank 


chmbrs, Batley 
pmage. oy Leonard st, Finsbury, Carver July 13 at 12 33, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 
FENTON, / -—m Walton, Suffolk, Boot Maker July 14 at 11 Off Rec, 


Ipswi ch 
GLOVER, DaviD, Derby, Baker July 13at3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
GooDALE, EDWARD JARVIS, Siston rd, Grafton sq, Clapham, Agent July 16 at 3 
109, Victoria st, Westminster 
—_— ee Wednesfield, Staffs, Grocer July 14 at 11 Off Rec, Wolver- 


Riven » BAMUEE, Hoole, Cheshire, Beer Retailer July 13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Offices, Crypt chbrs, Chester 
— ARTHUR, Liverpool st, Auctioneer July 13 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 


sinn 
JELF, JOHN (sep estate), Handsworth juxta Birmingham, Solicitor Jul 

; ~Oalnete row, Birmingham 4s ; vacate 
JEL¥, JOHN, anc sa Witu1aM LatuaM, Birmingham, Solicitors July 17 at 12 25, 


Off Rec, 


idloe: 

JONES, J W, ~ L JonEs, Clydach, Glamorgan, Grocers July 13 at 3 Off Rec, 
6, Rutiand st, Swansea 

Joy, Wintian, Little Clacton, Essex, Farmer July 16 at 12 Townhall, Col- 


KNIGHT, HENRY, Greenwich, Grocer July 16 at 12 109, Victoria st, Westminster 


LATHAM, WILLIAM Gooereee Estate), Birmingham, Solicitor July 17 at 12 25, 
Colmore row, B: 
LowE, JOHN, — le W crocoter, Merchant July 19 at 2.30 25, Colmore row, 


irmingham 
JONES, JOHN HEBERT, Ithayader, Radnor, Draper July 16 at 1 


4 
BMocen. ——— ‘Hxny, Northampton, Leather Merchant July14at2 County 
ourt, pton 
Macmest6, © SETH, Nunney, Somerset, Farm Labourer July 17 at1 George Hotel, 


PARRY a Evans, Treforest, Glamorgan, Grocers July 13 at 8 Off Rec 
Merthyr Tydfil 
Panes. oe Liverpool, Blacksmith July 17 at 8 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Renta, <. JAMES HILDER, Manchester, Manufacturer’s Agent Jul 
Rec. Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester vaicr oe 
SENIOR, Manx, Dewsbury, Yorks, Artist July 13 at4 Off Rec, Bank cbmbrs, 


Serax, CHARLES HEnkY, Sutton, Surrey, Clerk July 13 at 3 109, Victoria st, 
Se oe a es Bar some Pare 
moet Rt eae to Foteto Ka cae wee Hull, Bricklayer July 
~ wisat i Of Heo, inte pity Hongo lane Hl of , July 16 at 10.30 County 
Re, Oldbury 
Tete so ants Aston, nr Stafford, Farmer July 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, St 
UDEN, Wits. Canterbury, out of business July 13 at 9.30 32, St George’s st, 
WHEELER, WILLIAM, Tunbridge Well 
eos Saha eee RAD mene tom, Better hay ts 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
wae’. oe ie jun, Downhead, Somerset, Mason July 17 at 12.30 George 


WYnnE, JOHN SALISBURY, Bagillt, Flintshire, D; Jul a 

Lom eh tey, Ottices, Crypt ypt chbrs, Chester 3 : seta! 72S im oot 
UNG, BANCIS ARD, Finsbury . 

July 13 at 12 33, 4 o% Lin — omoter of Public Companies 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Assageeee, T A EpwWAnds, residence unknown HighCourt Pet Aprilé Ord 


BarcuaM, Epwarp, Ipswich, 
OrdJuly2? out of busiess Bury St Edmunds Pet July 2 


BLIGHT, WILLIAM, Bideford, Farmer Barnstaple Pet June:8 Ord June 30 
BUCKLE, BENJAMIN, Leeds, Moulder Leeds PetJuly4 Ord July 4 








CaTTLe, W1LL1AM, York, General Dealer York Pet July3 Ord July 3 


wae 1] WEBBER, Holyhead, Commercial Traveller Bangor PetJuly3 
Cort. Avauervs, ~ 7 ore Dental Surgeon Eastbourne and Lewes Pet 
30 

CoorzR, } RY AM nr Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler Wolver- 
hampton Pet June26 Ord July 

CROSSE. LLEWELLYN om Scatedier rd, Balham, Painter Wandsworth 
Pet June 27_ Ord July 2 

no, Se —— bm» Ey Shepherd’s Bush, Coal Merchant High 

une 
DawE, Mary JaNE, Leamington Spa, Dealer in Wools Warwick Pet July2 


Ord July 3 

DREW, THoMAs Haggis, Denley, Worcestershire, Auctioneer Kidderminster 
Pet June 27 Ord June 2 

Bewanse, Tamas PRInSTLBY, Manchester, Stock Dealer Manchester Pet Mar 
15 rd July 3 

FENTON, WILLIAM, Walton, Suffolk, Bootmaker Ipswich Pet July 4} Ord July 4 


v—-, Oxapage Ppances, Leytonstone rd, Fruit Salesman High Court Pet 
a rd July 3 
FRoom, FRANK HENRY, Luton, Dairyman Luton PetJuly3 Ord July 3 


GLOVER, Davin, Derby, Baker Derby PetJuly3 Ord July 3 


GREENWOOD, JamMEs, and THomas BurLEY Rosinson, Leeds, Oloth Finishers 
Leeds PetJune7 Pet July 4 
meer ~ “7 One Northampton, Furniture Dealer Northampton Pet July 3 Ord 


July 
Hi, Gaonor, 2 Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer Northampton Pet June5 


Ord 
JAMES, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Builder Poole PetJune9 Ord June 29 


J a ~ Guseen, Bilston, Staffs, out of business Wolverhampton Pet July2 
r 3 
JENNER, aon, Cardiff, Spinster Cardiff Pet June2 Ord July 2 


La On0rx, Sea BRADFIELD, St Martin’s le Grand, Clerk High Court 
r 
Law, SAMUEE, Batley, Yorks, Butcher Dewsbury Pet July3 Ord July 8 


Sturcatee, semanas Bradford, Commercial Traveller Bradford Pet July 2 

Moore, GEORGE pmo Northampton, Leather Merchant Northampton Pet 
June 20 Ord July 4 

NICHOLLS, SzTH, Nunney, Somersetshire, Farm Labourer Frome Pet July2 


NORRIS, 7 AME, Westow hill, Upper Norwood, Tailor High Oourt Pet June 8 
r 2 


oO y 
enna Pyeeee, Fectace, Refreshment house Keeper Portsmouth Pet June 29 
rd June 
NYE, Harvey R., Weston st, Bermondsey, Corn Merchant High Court Pet 


June 13 Ord July 2 
RicH, THoMas, and JOHN WOOLLE Saiehem, Sussex, Builders Eastbourne 
and Lewes Pet Junei5 Ord Ful 
Rix, RICHARD, Grant rd, Croydon, <A Croydon Pet May 11 Ord May 12 
SIMISTER, Pacman, Aston, Warwickshire, Bootmaker Birmingham Pet Juneilt 


aly 
Tuomas, Henry, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor Pet July3 Ord July 4 
a WILLIAM, Acton, nr Stafford, Farmer Stafford Pet July 2 Ord 


2 
Topp, JouN, Nor folk rd, Essex rd, Islington, Bag Maker High Court Pet July 
2 


WILoox, JAMES.) Eton,Cowkeeper Windsor Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Wieewn.. ¥ OHN, F ad Downhead, Somersetshire, Mason Frome Pet June 30 
WILSON, 4 ted Geraldine rd, Wandsworth, Appraiser Wandsworth Pet 
May 23 Ord July 2 
London Gazetie.—TUESDAY, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BETTRIDGE, THOMAS, Gloucester, Fishmonger Gloucester PetJuly6 Ord July6 
CHAPMAN, WILLIAM, Horncastle, Bootmaker Lincoln Pet July6 Ord July 6 
CocKRroFT, JOHN, Halifax, Machine Maker Halifax PetJuly6 Ord July6 
Dust, Goevevs, Baalbec rd, Highbury, Jeweller High Court PetJuly 4 Ord 


uly 7 
> 7 ae EDWARD, Campbell rd, Bow, Kuilder High Oourt Pet July6é 
r 


Biswoses, 3 Fuancis = \, Fine gston on Hull, Commission Agent Kingston on Hull 

e' iy rd July 5 

ENGLAND, JOHN, Higher Broughton, = 7 Lancs, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Salford PetJulyé Ord July 

GLEW, JOSEPH CHAPMAN, ant FREDERICK 1 ‘reroncas Craw, Museum st, Oxford st, 
Gasfitters High Court Pet Julyé Ord July 6 

one Handsworth, Staffs, out of business Birmingham PetJuly5 Ord 


ERICK CHARLES, New Swindon, Wilts,Clerk Swindon Pet July7 


Ord J uly 7 
HILLIER, Wu114M, Frome, Tin Plate Worker Frome PetJuly5 Ord 


Jul 
Hirwpen, Huwny, Cheltenham, Commission Agent Cheltenham PetJuly5 Ord 


HOopPrs, , ae Plaistow, Essex, Baker High Court Pet July5 Ord July5 


ae ie BoRRADAILE, Liverpool, Tea Dealer Liverpool Pet July7 
r y 
LITTLE, JaMEs, Church st, Croydon, Draper Croydon PetJune 18 OrdJu'y4 


Lioyp, ALFRED HoskExrns, Clifton, Grocer Bristol Pet July5 Ord July 5 


Lucu, Epwarpbs Francis, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, Tailor Man- 
chester Pet July6 Ord July 6 

LyYNCH-BLOssE, EDWARD rao, Slsesahet, Lieutenant. Guildford and 
Godalmin 


g PetJunei2 Ord a 4 

Mann, EpwarkD HENRY, seubeaige ells, no occupation Tunbridge Wells 
Pet June 20 Ord Jul 

MARSDEN, Davin, Middles rough, B Bricklayer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough PetJuly6 Ord 

—_ JaMES, New Sleaford, "Esmee, Barman Boston Pet July 5 Ord 

ome - 7h 5 W, Tunbridge Wells, Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet May 30 Ord 

Onmay. | fon } = New port, I W, Painter Newport and Ryde Pet 

uly rd Jul 
Partes ALqaRD, Central st, St Luke's, Metal Spinner High Court Pet July 5 


y 
Pott, EDWARD, Leeds, Stuff Merchant Leeds PetJuly7 Ord Jujy7 
RICKETT, JOHN rd duly Beach rd, Cricklewood, Coal Merchant Barnet Pet 


July 4 
Ross, JOHN, rt, Cumberland, Butcher Cockermouth and 
\ Horklugton Pet June Gok dupe ae eee 
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aay Tomas, Bewdley, Worces, Grocer Kidderminster Pet July 4 Ord 


‘ue, Ashton under Lyne, Cotton Spinner Ashton under Lyne and 
italy bridge a June? Ord July 5 
exanore, New Ferry, Fish Dealer Warrington PetJune25 Ord July 5 


SPrRAi waaque, Wresaay | H, St Mark’s grove, Fulham rd, Clerk High Court Pet 
an 

STEVENSON. THOMAS MidGesvorongh. Accountant Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet sare 2 ra Ji 

THOMAS, THomas, Porth, Glam, Smith Pontypridd Pet July8 Ord July 3 


Unewgarm, Epwin, Todmorden, Lancs, Grocer Burnley Pet June 11 Ord 


VowLEs, Wr1as, Nottingham, Hosier Nottingham Pet July6é Ord July 6 
WALKER, JOHN WILLIAM, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet July5 Ord July 5 
WALEER, OLDHAM, Gate Burton, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
WesTAWAY, WILLIAM, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet July5 Ord July 5 


WIBBERLEY, EDWARD, and GEORGE ELtis, Liverpool, Paper Hangers Liverpool 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 

Wiis, ee: ~—Ty MASTERS, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet July 

WooDWARD, Jo oun, Halifax, Hay Dealer Halifax PetJuly7 Ord July7 


Yates, Henry RoODWELL, Peterborough, Builders’ Merchant’s Clerk P. 
borough Petduly6 Ord dulye — 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


MoorkHovUsE, Emma, Stratford, ‘re Widow h Court Rec Ord May 9 
Adjud May 25 Annul July 5 Hig al 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Be“ANLAND, JOHN EDWABD, Bradford, Yorks, Builder July 19at11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 
Bacmeevane, HeEvry, Leytonstone, House Agent July 17 at 12 33, Carey st, 
NCO: n 
BErrRip GE, L -ce Gloucester, Fishmonger July 17 at3 Off Rec, 15, King st, 
oucester 
BREARLEY, WILLIAM, Halifax, Machine Maker July 19 at11 Off Rec, Halifax 


BacoEes, HENRY, Birmingham, out of business July 20 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
rmingham 
CocKROFT, JOHN, Halifax, Machine Maker July 19at11 Off Rec, Halifax 


CoLLEY, EDWARD, St George’s rd, Southwark, DramaticAgent July 17at11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Cook, AOSwEs, Satboumne, Dental Surgeon July 17 at3 Coles & Carr, Sea- 
side rd, 

COOKE, Lg ae i nr Birmingham, Coal Merchant July 18 at 11 25, Colmore 
row, 

Pt my Sheffield, Builder July 18 at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


ain came NEWTON, Southwark park rd, Baker July 18 at12 33, Carey st 
ncoln’s 
WE, Mary JANE, Leamington Spa, Dealer in Wools July 21 at 11 Edward 
Whi cenes Fe Peirson, Off Rec, 17 Hertford st, Coventry 
Deaperay, Ba nes Eastbourne, Builder July 17 at 2.30 Coles & Carr, Seaside 
EDWARDS, ay Heathfield, Sussex, Higgler July 18at12 Of Ree, 4, Pavilion 
bldgs. Brighton 
acon, FRANK HENRY, Luton, Dairyman July 18 at 3 Off Rec, Park st West, 


uton 
Guasens, © WILLIAM Henry, Halifax, Hotel Keeper July 19 at 12 Off Rec, 


a. 
GREEN, ALFRED MacDonnetTt, Poultry, Financial Agent July 19 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
HILLIER, CHARLES WILLIAM, Frome, Tin Plate Worker July 24 at 1 Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Rristol 
Hiusves. prauet, Cheltenham, Commission Agent July19at3.30 County Court, 
eltepham 
IveNns, ALFRED THOMAS, Henley on Thames, Solicitor Aug 9 at 12 Queen’s 
Hotel, Reading 
a. GuxravbE, Cardiff, Spinster July 17 at 2.80 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Jar 


JONES, beng HuMmpPuHREY, Anfield, nr _javempeni, out of business July 19 at 
ff Rec, 35, Victoria ‘st, Liverpool 
KILNER, JOHN, Ecclestield, Yorks, Licensed Victualler July 18 at 3 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffieid 
KRAMRISCH, ABEL, Manchester, Fent Dealer July 17 at 12 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ta Batley, Ycrks, Butcher July 17 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


LAWRENCE. WILLIAM HERBERT, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer. July 18 at 12 
Off Rec, Park st West, Luton 

LEw1s, CuAKLES Cows, Southport, Plumber July 20 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
oria st, Liverpoo! 

leony, Steeue Hoskus, Clifton, Grocer July 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Makrcus, SOLOMON WILLIAM, Stoke io Mowingten rd, Dalston, Auctioneer July 18 
atill 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s in 

MATTHEWs, GEORGE, Tamworth, Seed Merchant July 24 at 12 Peel Arms 
Hotel, Tamworth 

METCALFE, FREDERICK, Bradford, Yorks, Commercial Traveller July 17 at 11 
Uff Rec, 31, Mancr row, Bradford 

Moorg, James Jonny, Darnley rd, Stoke Newington, Furniture Salesman July 
19at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

—— Tuomas, Portsea, Refreshment House Keeper July 23 at3 166, Queen 
8 ‘J 
em, pares R,, Weston st, Bermondsey, Corn Merchant July 17 at 11 33, 

arey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ony, WALTER CHARLES, Newport, I.W., Painter July 17 at 3 Off Rec, 
€ 4 


wport, I.W. 
PANNELL, WALTER, and WALTER HENRY Fat, Kin s rd, Chelsea, Grocers 
July 20 at 11 ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 4 's inn 


Roberts, ROBERT, Bangor, Ostler Aug2atil Queen’s ; Head Cafe, Bangor 


Ross, zou. Jiciherton, nr nr Maryport, Cumberland, Butcher July 19 at12 67, 
uke s haven 

SLOUGH, ALFRED EDWARD, and FREDERICK W1LL1aM SLoven, Luton, Builders 
July 18 at1i Off Rec, Park st West, Luton 

STALMAN, JOHN HARRISON, Bush lane, ey st, Licensed Victualler July 19 
at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Terry, THOMAS, Drury bill, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler July 17 ati1 Off 
Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 


Wastaway., . Wi, Bristol, Tsilor July 24 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Warraway, Wi1114M James, Great James st, Lisson Grove, Dairyman July 17 
t12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ 's inn 
Wis, FREDERICK MASTERS, Kensw 
turer July 17 at 3 Ewens & Ro’ 


Hertf ea, © Straw Hat Manufac- 
ter Temple, Strand 


Solicitors, Ou 





00, Vi ‘ ’ 4 
Woon, Guavase (Seperate Hetate) Brockley, Kent, Ironmonger July 17 at 
estate), Brockley, Ironmonger July 17 at 3.45 109, 


Woon. Wrasse 
Nictoria st, W. 

Woop, Wr11aM HENRY, GEkvasE Woop, Tom Woop, and AtBert EDwarpD 
Woop, Brockley, Kent, Ironmongers July 17 at 3” 109, Victoria st. West- 


Yates, HENRY RewuEEe, Peterborough, Clerk July 18 at 12 County Court, 


Peter 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BERLYN, SOLOMON, Bedford, Furniture Dealer Bedford Pet Junes Ord July 4 
Dareygeen, Tuomas, Gloucester, Fishmonger Gloucester Pet July 6 Ord 


6 
BLACKHURST, Ke FREDERIOK, Fleetwood, Lancashire, Milliner Preston Pet May 


Jul 
ty iM Bootmaker York Pet June£0 Ord July7 
Cuarnay, ay ae Horncastle, Bootmaker Lincoln Pet Julyé Ord July 6 
CLEMENCE, GEORGE, Grimsworth x, Wandsworth rd, Provision Dealer High 


Pet June 29 Ord Jul 
Coraay., sewaae, OS st a Southwark, Dramatic Agent High Court 


CROWTHE bi wraxe, Watssax, D + a Yorks, Yarn Spinner Dewsbury Pet June1 
r 
CRUMP, Faanx, Derby, Ironmonger Derby Pet May 25 Ord July 4 


Daangan, SaMUEL, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne and Lewes Pet June 28 


DELPH, JosHUA, Norwich, Printer Norwich Pet June 30 Ord July 5 
mewenes. ee Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent Kingston wu 
Hull et July 5 56 Ord Suly 5 on - -_ 
Enctaup, Jou, Balt [ =. » Lancs, Mineral Water Manufacturer Salford Pet 
GOoLB. zo &, EDWARD, Argyle pl, Regent st, Wine Merchant HighCourt Pet 


Ord J 
pa... xy lawierd re Kentish Town, Licensed Victualler High 


Pet Pom Ord J 
- ATES, FRAO CHARLES, Ney Swindon, Wilts, Clerk Swindon Pet July7 
Harvey, G, “Wrighton, Widow Brighton Pet May18 Ord July7 


=m, Oe a Wit1t14M, Frome, Tin Plate Worker Frome Pet July 5 

r 

a —~" Jou —— Colwyn, Carnarvonshire, Chemist Bangor Pet June8 
uly 7 

Hoppe, EpWARD, Plaistow, Essex, Baker High Court PetJuly5 Ord July 5 

cam, “A W, and L Jonzs, Clydach, Glam, Grocers Swansea PetJune12 Ord 


JOPSON, ‘taoscas BorRADAILE, Liverpool, Tea Dealer Liverpool Pet July 7 
Joy, Wii, "Little Clacton, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet July 2 Ord 
Kain, Jom, Bocleshield, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Sheffield Pet July 2 


uly 6 
Lu Fra Chorlton ~™ Hardy, nr Manchester, Tailor Man- 
cu BoWanp Pet July 6 Ord July : 
LyncH-BLossE, EDWARD FaLoonsn, Aldenshet, Lieutenant Guildford and 
Godalming Pet June1l Ord July7 


MARSDEN, Davin, Mid —ei~ Seniager Stockton on Tees and Mid iles- 
borough PetJuly& Ord 

Manapars. James, New Sleaford, in Barman Boston Pet July 4 Ord 

a. \ - Liansilin, Denbighshire, Farmer Wrexham Pet June 21 

PEPLOW, pLem, Central st, St Luke’s, Metal Spinner High Court Pet July 

Pott, ya, Stuff Merchant Leeds PetJuly7 Ord July7 

Rane, sam, Haverfordwest, Draper Pembroke Dock Pet May 17 Ord 


Rewwouvs, Wit11aM, New Shildon, Durham, Grocer Durham Pet June 30 Ord 


5 

ee voum Opanim, Cricklewood Station, Coal Merchant Barnet Pet 
u 

Ross, ome Netherton. nr Marypent, Cumberland, Butcher Cockermouth and 


ROwint, Temes, Bewdley, Wesssstention, Grocer Kidderminster Pet July 


SENIOR, Mark, Dewsbury, Yorks, Artist Dewsbury Pet Juve 30 Ord July 5 
eee Wuit11aM, New Windsor, Corn Merchant. Windsor. Pet Jan 23 Ord 


~ Ay THO: man Wirsain. Middlesborough, Accountant Stockton on Tees 


and Hiddlesborou Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
SrowE, @. J., and W, 9, Hawa, Charterhouse st, Importers High Court Pet 
a ir u 

SrovELL, THOMAS, Oab bham, Licensed Victualler Oroydon Pet June 2 Ord 
Tomas, THOMAS, Porth, Smith Pontpyridd PetJuly 3 Ord July 3 
VowLzs, W1LL1AM, Nottingham, Hosier Nottingham Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
WALKER, JoHN WILLIAM, Leeds, Joiner Leeds PetJune5 Ord July 5 

via Se = = Gate Burton, Lincolnshire, Farmer Lincoln Pet July 6 


WALLS, Weems, Liverpool, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet June15 Ord July7 

Westaway, WILLIAM, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Wasa, Yee Tunbridge Wells, Poulterer Tunbridge Wells Pet June 
26 


WHITAKER, JOSEPH, Syenident st, Goswell rd, Paper Glazer High Court Pet 


June 26 Ora J 
, WILLIAM, and WILLIAM J Ouran, Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Builders 
betes oy Pet May 9 ‘Ord July 7 


emer . ed RODWELL, Peterborough, Clerk Peterborough Pet July3 Ord 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 16.—Messrs. Tourcoop & MARTIN, at Messrs, H pote Sale Rooms, 1:6, 
Chencery-tane, W.O., at 2 p.m., Stocks and Shares advertisement this 


ee ? he Se ae 
Shares (see vertisemen’ oment, this weoks 

20.—Mesers. Baker & SONS, at Tee ident, 6.0., af 2 p.m., Freehold and 
FT ead Teccinuts and Abeciate Mevernien (aes of nent, this week, 


Pe. ge 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


July 14, 18838, 
—= 








The Subscription to the Soricrrors’ Journal 


ie—Town, 268. ed 


Country, 288. 6d.; withthe Wexxty Reportar, 53¢. Payment in ad- 


vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. 


Subscribers can have | 


their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 2. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. | 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to. the 


Publisher. 


OF SALE 
DECISIONS 
AcTs, 1882—188: 
NEW ORDERS, &C. 
Law SocretiEes 


CURRENT TOPICS .cooccsccssscecesess 603 
POssESsION UNDER ALLEGED BILLS 


ON THE SETTLED LAND ‘ 
7 


CONTENTS. 


LEGAL NEWS 

CouURT PAPERS.. ------ 
WInNDING-UP NOTICE 

CREDITORS’ NOTICES. «04 eesesereees 
BANERUPTCY NOTICES ..+e0esseese 


eee 


ws | THE COMPANIES BILL . 











FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s., and £8 5s 
LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 





’ EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
a - J Miidal Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices | 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on ‘ 
Mondays and Thursdays. 
GOVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and Thursdays .. to 4.15 p.m. 5, 
Tuesdays and Fridays .. y» 11.15 a.m. 108, 
” ” see ” 1.15 p.m, 208, 
REYNELL & SON, _ 
**London Gazette’? and General Advertising 
Contractors 
44. CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
. (Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ES ABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812, 








LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


at ee TS me A. 


SUBSCRIBED 


CAPITAL, 
£100,000 PAID UP. 


ONE 


MILLION. 


The Society has opened Offices at No. 9, SERLE STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, and is prepared to receive and consider 


proposals. 


Amongst other objects enumerated in the Memorandum of Association, the Society will especially direct their attention to, | 


the following classes of business :— 
1. Fidelity guarantee. 


2. Business arising out of Trusts, including their adminis‘ra- | 


tion and the indemnity of Trustees. 


| 3. The insurance 


of mortgage advances. 


4, Providing a fund for securing to Leascholders and others 
| the return of principal at the expiration of any fixed period. 


Provision has been made not to interfere with the administration of Trusts by Solicitors. 
Full particulars may be had on application to the undersigned. 
By order of the Board, 


THOS. R. RONALD, Secretary and Manager. 


9, Serle Street, Lincoln’s Inn, 7th June, 1888. 








In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division: Re 
Chapple, deceased, Stone v. Chapple, — Valuable 
Life Policies and Shares, 


Me. Besky H. MONTAGU (of the firm 
o! ontagu & Robinson) will SELL by AUC- 
TION. at the MART, E.U., on ESDAY, JULY 17, 
at_ ONE o'clock precisely, in Lots, valuable old 
POLICIES of CE of £1,000, £999, and 
£2,000, with substantial bonus additions, effected in 
- Rock Life, on and pn ae ge pe 
offices respectively ; also 20 id-up £25 shares 
in the Auction Mart Company ( vited) "9 


Particulars of R. H. Willcocks, Esq., Solicitor, 34, 
Great George-street, Westminster, S.w.; of Messrs 
Hermy pane tee ¥ Oo., Bolicitors, aS lécola‘e inn- 

te) ;.and o © Auctioneers, 33, Coleman-street, 
Bank, E.c. 


By order of the Executors of Thos. Toller, Esq.. 
sed.~ Important Investments in Stocks and 
Sbares in old-establishei1 Law Insurance (ffices 
and Key: rsion Societies, viz. :— 
200 Shares Law Fire Insurance Society. 
60 Shares Law Life Assurance Society. 
jong — — peverstet ny Society. 
ock Equitable Reversiona: nterest Society. 
For SALE by AUCTION, by = % 


rPauRGooD & MARTIN, at Messrs. | 
ROOMS, 115, Chancery- 


HODGSON’S SALE 
lane, on MONDAY, JULY 16, at TWO precisely. 


s Sg . | conditions of Messrs. Tore & Co., 
é ediord-row ; or of the Auctivuneers, 
2%, Ghaneteylone, lt ails 


By order of the Executors of the late H. Isley, Esq., 


Fulham, 
ESSRS. ROBERT TIDEY & SON will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART. Token- 
house-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, JULY 18, 1838, 
at ONE o'clock precisely, a very valuable FREE- 
HOLD ESTATE of five acres, Cole-hill-lane, with 


residence, outbuildings, and gardens. Let on lease | 
until 1891 at £150 per annum, but eligible for de- | 


velopment for building purposes. 

Ma viewed, and 
conditions of sale, had o Watson, Esq., Soli- 
citor, 81, Finsbury-pavement, E.C.; at the Mart; 
and at the Auction Offices, 198, Essex-road, Islington. 


[MPERIAL FIBRE INSURANCE CuM- | 
PANY. 


Established 1803, 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 | 


Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 


Ger:eral Manager. | 





N O8THERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 


Lowpon;: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. AnugDzZEN, 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (18&7) :— 
Fire Premiums ., cos ons +s £607,000 
Life Premiums .., “ oe o00 
Interest... os * 
| Accumulated Funds 


ve 3,421,000 


tk mo with plan and | 
Tv. BR 


HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANOB 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Capital £1,000,000. 
This © Subscribed Contes —ee. sail 
s Company is prepared to entertain propo: 
on eligible risks, including Mercantile Tosuer e 
Applications for Agencies may be made to the 


Manager, 
H. FOSTER CUTLER. 
| Offices, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London. B.0. 
AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INsU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 

The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busie 
ness. : 

Chi2? Office— 
| 216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.c. *| 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed exceed 
the sum of £1,900,000 atartine. 

Chairman—J AMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 

| Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

| Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. 

| & Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inu-fields. 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form ¢ 

Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

| Policies of Insurance granted against the contine 

| gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 3 

| The Company ADVANCES Money on Montgage oF 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute 0 

| contingent. 

| ‘The Company also purchases Reversions. 

| Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report ang 

| Ann Balance Sheet, and every infprmation, sent 

| post-free on application to j 

I FRANK MOoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary: 








nsider 





